Provenance XXXI, Issue 1, Special Issue on Advocacy by Oestreicher, Cheryl
Provenance, Journal of the Society of Georgia Archivists
Volume 31
Number 1 Special Issue on Advocacy Article 1
January 2013
Provenance XXXI, Issue 1, Special Issue on
Advocacy
Cheryl Oestreicher
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.kennesaw.edu/provenance
Part of the Archival Science Commons
This Full Issue is brought to you for free and open access by DigitalCommons@Kennesaw State University. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Provenance, Journal of the Society of Georgia Archivists by an authorized editor of DigitalCommons@Kennesaw State University. For more
information, please contact digitalcommons@kennesaw.edu.
Recommended Citation
Oestreicher, Cheryl, "Provenance XXXI, Issue 1, Special Issue on Advocacy," Provenance, Journal of the Society of Georgia Archivists 31








Volume XXXI, Issue 1, 2013 
 













Editorial Staff  
 
Editor 
Cheryl Oestreicher  
Boise State University 
Managing Editor  
Erin Lawrimore 
North Carolina State University 
  
Associate Editor  
William W. Hardesty 
Georgia State University 
Associate Editor  
Suzanne K. Durham 
University of West Georgia 
  
Reviews Editor  
Jennifer Welch 
Medical University of South Carolina 
Indexer  
Russell D. James 
  
 
Editorial Board  
 
Wesley Chenault  
Virginia Commonwealth University 
Christine D. de Catanzaro  
Georgia Tech Archives 
  
Suzanne K. Durham  
University of West Georgia 
Ellen Garrison 
Middle Tennessee State University (retired) 
  
William W. Hardesty  
Georgia State University 
Susan Hoffius  
Medical University of South Carolina 
  
Glen McAninch  
Kentucky Department for Libraries and 
Archives 
Martin T. Olliff 
Troy University 
  




















Journal of the Society of Georgia Archivists 
 
Volume XXXI, Issue 1, 2013 
 







Introduction: Finding Our Voice: Pleading the Value of Archives 
Richard Pearce-Moses....................................................................... 4 
 
The Georgia Archives Budget: An Unfolding Crisis 
David W. Carmicheal.........................................................................7 
 
Georgia Archives Saga 
Dianne Cannestra............................................................................... 14 
 
Lessons Learned While Saving the Georgia Archives 
Kaye Lanning Minchew..................................................................... 16 
 
Photographs: Rally to Save the Georgia Archives 
Lanora Yates…………...................................................................... 22 
 
Georgia Archives Advocacy: Organization, Communication, 
Education 




Evolving Advocacy: The Society of Georgia Archivists and the  
Georgia Archives Budget Crisis 
Courtney Chartier and Sarah Quigley................................................ 38 
 
Persuasion, Promotion, Perception: Untangling Archivists'  
Understanding of Advocacy and Outreach 













 In September 2012, a crisis occurred with the Georgia Archives when the Secretary of 
State announced that the institution would close to the public on November 1. Immediately, 
archivists, patrons, legislators, and others rallied to protect the Georgia Archives. Their 
continued efforts to demonstrate the necessity of keeping the Georgia Archives open made local 
and national news. This special issue of Provenance documents these events and provides a 
variety of perspectives on the importance of archival advocacy. 





Finding Our Voice: Pleading the Value of Archives 
Richard Pearce-Moses 
 
This special issue of Provenance considers advocacy, a core archival function.1 As 
archivists, we must be advocates – for our collections, our programs, and our profession. As 
defined in the Oxford English Dictionary, an advocate is one “who pleads, intercedes, or speaks 
for, or in behalf of, another, . . . who defends, maintains, publicly recommends, or raises his voice 
in behalf of a proposal or tenet.”2 A significant part of our time and energy must be invested in 
defending, recommending, and raising our voices for archives.  
Archivists have clear, specific guidelines and best practices for much of their work. Long 
standing traditions of provenance and original order protect the context of the records. DACS and 
EAD give clear directions on how to describe archival collections. Temperature and humidity 
controls let archivists know appropriate storage conditions to protect the collections. However, 
archivists have no such standards for advocacy. Nor will they ever. No rules or magic words cab 
guarantee success, no single approach will work every time.  
Case studies may inspire with the promise that – at least in some instances – advocacy 
works and is worth the effort. Still, every situation is different, and what works in one instance 
may not others. The programs and collections and different, the people and personalities are 
different. Most of the articles in this issue point to the Georgia Archives as an exemplar, which 
escaped being closed but survived at reduced capacity. Similar efforts to protect the Arizona State 
Archives in 2009 were not successful, when the newly dedicated building was closed to the public 
for nearly six months. The lack of a formula for success does not spell doom. Rather, it merely 
suggests the complexity of being successful advocate. It is a call for creativity and energy to find 
a way to be successful. It also serves as a reminder that, as a difficult problem, some efforts will 
fail and require perseverance. 
Three important themes run throughout these articles: advocates must have a clear 
message, they must build and maintain relationships with a wide range of stakeholders, and they 
must have and pursue a plan. 
First, effective advocacy is less about pleading for support and more about explaining the 
benefit of archives. Many archivists see advocacy as a means to increased support, especially 
increased budgets. Instead, the message should focus on a positive expression of the value of 
                                                 
1 The Academy of Certified Archivists (ACA) established advocacy – inextricably tied to outreach and promotion – 
as one of the seven core domain of archival profession. The ACA expects archivists to be able to analyze and 
describe the benefits of the collections, help stakeholders understand and encourage their support for archives, 
promote use of and publicize the collections. Paraphrased from Handbook for Archival Certification (Academy of 
Certified Archivists, 2012): 22. Similarly, the Society of American Archivists “believes that the archival profession 
must take an active role in advocating for the public policies and resources necessary to ensure that these records are 
preserved and made accessible.” Professional Issues & Advocacy, http://www2.archivists.org/initiatives, accessed 
June 24, 2013. 
2 CD-ROM ver. 3.1 (Oxford University Press, 2004). 
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archives: protecting citizens’ rights, holding organizations and governments accountable, and 
ensuring that historical information and cultural memory remain accessible into the future.3 
Many people are unfamiliar with archives, so their value is not readily apparent. Archivists 
are quick to point out the historical value of the records. But, the idea of records may connote 
bureaucracy and paperwork – virtues many would never celebrate. For some, history is a warm 
and fuzzy diversion that can be cut in light of hard, cold budgetary needs for health care and food. 
We must have a clear understanding of the value of archives to different people. For others, the 
records may be better destroyed to hide smoking guns and embarrassing facts. Many people have 
heard Santayana’s warning that “those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it,” 
but few take the time to study and learn from history.  
As Dianne Cannestra and Kaye Minchew point out in their essays, the Friends of Georgia 
Archives and History needed help navigating the legislative process and engaged a professional 
lobbying firm to help develop a clear, targeted message. Vivian Price Saffold discusses the 
message the Georgia Genealogical Society communicated through their activities. The archival 
community had little input into Governor Nathan Deal’s proposal, and many had opinions about 
how to fix the problem. Instead, the lobbyist counseled the importance of a simple, consistent 
message supporting the governor’s proposal rather than a more complete, but possibly confusing, 
message that explained the program or advocated for specific aspects of the program.  
Second, archivists must build and maintain relationships with a wide range of stakeholders. 
Patrons of all types, ranging from genealogists to academics and corporations to government 
agencies are a broad base. No doubt the governor was surprised – and realized he had a problem – 
when more than a hundred people filled his chambers for the Georgia Archives Month 
proclamation two weeks after the Secretary of State announced the Archives would be closed. 
Representatives contacted by constituents triggered questions about the issue to the leadership, 
letting them know the matter wasn’t isolated to a few individuals. Those relationships take time to 
build, but that time is an essential part of the process. 
In addition to the many voices, a few prominent voices are essential. Archivists must build 
relationships with others who may be better positioned to speak on our behalf. In many ways, 
archivists cannot be advocates for their own programs because such efforts may appear self-
centered or motivated by personal gain. Many of the key stakeholders may not be convinced by 
facts, logical argument, or explanation. Decisions that affect the archives may be governed more 
by emotions more than reason, by politics rather than principle. Allies that are close to those key 
stakeholders may have more influence based on friendship, business ties, or political allegiances. 
As Courtney Chartier and Sarah Quigley point out in their article, the voices of major corporations 
carried significant weight with members of the Assembly. 
                                                 
3 Adapted from Professional Issues & Advocacy, Professional Issues & Advocacy, 
http://www2.archivists.org/initiatives, accessed June 24, 2013. 




Finally, as Chartier and Quigley note, archivists must have a plan for advocacy. Too often, 
advocacy is effectively crisis management, responding to specific events. Proactively developing 
a plan allows time to consider a range of options, find ways to refine the message, and identify and 
educate a broad range of stakeholders. The disasters caused by Hurricane Katrina made apparent 
that those relationships with emergency responders should be established long before any 
emergency happens. It is impossible to help the responders – strangers – understand the value and 
unique challenges of the collections in the midst of crisis. Similarly, it is essential to build and 
maintain those relationships with core stakeholders who will regularly support the archives. 
David Carmicheal describes the result when those relationships cannot be sustained. That 
challenge is the most difficult. Advocacy is hard work and takes time. Sustained efforts are 
difficult, given the lack of immediate rewards and more pressing demands on our time. Still, no 
matter how pressing or urgent those other tasks, the important – the essential – work of advocacy 
cannot be put aside. Relationships must be built and maintained to continue to convey the message 
of the value of archives.  
Jeremy Brett and Jasmine Jones report on two surveys to discover archivists’ understanding 
of and attitudes towards advocacy, how they advocate, and problems they face. Based on their 
findings, there’s need to advocate for advocacy in the profession.  
We must find our voice, to articulate a clear, simple message to plead the value of archives, 
to recommend and defend the archival record. We must develop a plan to communicate that 
message to a wide range of stakeholders and to the public at large. And, most important, we must 
recognize that advocacy is an equally important a part of the archival enterprise and that it demands 
time and energy to implement and sustain the plan. As more and more people understand the value 
of archives, support will follow. 
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The Georgia Archives Budget: An Unfolding Crisis 




On the morning of Tuesday, May 6, 2003, a small but enthusiastic crowd of archives staff 
and researchers gathered in the lobby of the just-completed Georgia Archives building. They 
were there to celebrate the opening of the building, which had been under construction since 
October 31, 2001. Excitement was high as I cut the ribbon with my Deputy Director, Brenda 
Banks. Then the researchers streamed in to explore and enjoy the new research room. They were 
optimistic about the future of the Archives and so was I. My optimism, though, was tempered by 
one reality: neither the Secretary of State (for whom I worked) nor any other state or local 
elected official had attended the opening. None had been invited. There were no grand speeches, 
no elaborate thanks to the partners who had realized our dream of a new building, no music, no 
press; none of the activities one would expect around the opening of the most important building 
the state had opened in many years. It was an early harbinger of things to come. 
The new building was to be the tip of the spear in the Archives’ budget woes. As state 
archivist, I had been given a very free hand in designing and constructing the building, but as a 
newcomer, I had watched the political and financial maneuvering from the periphery – 
sometimes included in the discussions, but not yet comprehending the unspoken questions and 
concerns that I would understand later. By the time of that ribbon-cutting in 2003 I realized two 
things: the building had become a politically sensitive topic, and our future depended almost 
entirely on future governors and legislatures maintaining the enthusiasm that had motivated 
construction of the facility in the first place. Both were huge challenges and both would prove 
almost insurmountable. 
That the building was politically sensitive became obvious when the Secretary of State 
canceled plans to hold a formal, public opening of the building. I received word that there were 
those in her office who believed the building looked “too corporate” for a government building 
and that the Secretary might be accused of wasting taxpayers’ money, a liability in any future 
campaign for statewide office. In retrospect, I believe the Secretary already realized something 
that all of us would understand soon: the political winds were shifting and a new outlook was 
coming to the Capitol, one that talked about reducing government, eliminating what it saw as 
wasteful spending, and one that looked for any example – real or imagined – of government 
excess. The Secretary understood that the new building could become a lightning rod of 
controversy for those willing to portray it as excessive and wasteful. The truth was quite 
different, but in politics the truth is very often drowned out by perceptions. 
In fact, the Georgia Archives building had been constructed at a cost of just $120 per 
square foot – the cost of constructing a middle school in 2003 Georgia – an amazing feat, given 
                                                 
1 David Carmicheal was director of the Georgia Archives from 2000 to 2012. 




that the building incorporated some of most advanced environmental controls available. Yes, its 
public areas boasted marble and were well-appointed (in some cases furnished with private 
funds), but the staff areas – though beautiful – were simple and functional, and all of the 
building’s beauty and function were achieved within the fixed budget. There were no requests 
for additional funds, no budget overages, no schedule extensions. The building came in on 
budget and on schedule. It was a story that should have been celebrated. That such a building 
went on to win the National Design Award from the American Institute of Architects only 
enhanced the story's appeal. But the building’s beauty proved to be its Achilles Heel. The next 
Secretary of State – elected on that wave of anti-tax fervor – would actively discourage the 
governor and legislators from visiting it. By the time a new Secretary of State began urging state 
officials to visit the building and recognize it as one of the state’s great assets, it was too late. 
The fervor that had motivated an earlier governor and legislature to construct the building had 
long since waned. This, as much as any other factor, would lead to the archives budget crisis. 
Construction of the Georgia Archives was funded in an unusual way. The governor and 
legislature declined to fund construction through the state’s annual bond package. Instead, they 
authorized construction by a private company working in concert with a county development 
authority. The building would be constructed to our specifications, and then leased back to the 
state for fifty years. The lease was silent about the disposition of the building at the end of the 
fifty years, but the rent included a capital reserve fund that would grow for fifty years and 
potentially underwrite much of the cost of constructing a new building. The lease agreement – 
negotiated by the Secretary of State's Budget Office – included a rent escalator in which the rent 
automatically increased each year for the first thirty years. Later Secretaries of State and 
legislators would criticize this provision as too expensive and unfavorable to the state, but at the 
time – perhaps because real estate was booming – I heard no objections raised by anyone in state 
government. 
Although the state was not funding the building through bonds, it was necessary for the 
Governor to include the first year’s rent in his fiscal year 2003 budget and it was necessary for 
the legislature to approve that budget. The Secretary of State insisted that the appropriations bill 
authorize the expenditure and, more than that, specifically authorize the Secretary to enter into 
the lease agreement. In retrospect, it seems that she was hoping to provide leverage in future 
budget negotiations; if the legislature authorized the lease, then future legislators would be 
morally (if not legally) obligated to fund the rent. Perhaps she foresaw the circumstances that 
eventually unfolded. 
It took only four years for the first hammer blow to fall. The next governor did not share 
his predecessor's enthusiasm for the Archives, and his budget for fiscal year 2007 failed to fully 
fund the Archives’ rent. This first year's gap was just $14,000, but subsequent budgets also failed 
to fully fund the rent until, by 2011, the gap between the rent and its appropriation was over 
$120,000. This gap was in addition to the annual across-the-board reductions required of all state 
agencies. It was a pattern that could only spiral downward, and spiral it did. By 2011, the 




Archives' rent, which had comprised 25 percent of the Archives' budget in 2001, consumed a 
whopping 60 percent of its annual budget. Nearly the reverse was true of salary expenditures: in 
2001, the Archives had devoted 60 percent of its budget to salaries; in 2011 that figure was just 
25 percent. All of this transpired during a time when the state archivist’s own contact with the 
legislature was diminishing. 
For many years the Archives had an excellent relationship with the state legislature, and 
the agency’s budget issues normally received thorough attention and friendly response. The state 
archivist had always been permitted direct contact with legislators, both at the Capitol and in 
their home districts, and the Secretary of State actively supported efforts by the Archives to 
secure an adequate annual budget. In fact, in 2003 the Archives required a budget increase of 
$590,000 in order to operate the new facility and, with the active support of the Secretary and 
direct contacts by the state archivist, the agency received nearly that entire amount. But by 2007 
that changed when the Secretary of State determined that all contact with legislators would take 
place through the Secretary’s legislative liaison. In fairness, there were legitimate reasons for 
such a restriction: legislators were increasingly critical of state employees roaming the Capitol 
during the legislative session and, in effect, lobbying for agency legislation. In response, the 
Secretary ordered all communications to be funneled through the legislative liaison. The effect 
on the Archives was predictably devastating. 
The Archives is the outlier of the Secretary of State’s Office. Other functions within the 
Secretary’s purview are fairly easy to understand without lengthy explanation and their value to 
the state is essentially self-evident: the Elections Division, for example, is essential to free and 
fair elections, and the Corporations Division registers businesses (a popular function among 
“jobs-creating” legislators). These divisions touch a large number of Georgians in tangible ways, 
and every Secretary of State is understandably anxious to avoid the public exposure and outcry 
resulting from failure, or even slowdown, in any of these critical functions. Very predictably, 
these functions remained foremost in the thinking of the Secretary’s legislative liaison, with the 
result that the Archives began to fade from the legislators’ radar. Between 2008 and 2011, the 
Archives sustained cuts that were more than ten times greater than those required of Elections 
and Corporations.2 
Any attempt to circumvent the Secretary’s restriction on direct contact with legislators 
was doomed. The Secretary of State is an influential position and, in my experience, any request 
made of a legislator is almost immediately vetted with the Secretary by that legislator or his/her 
staff. The Archives staff continued to provide publicly available information to its supporters, 
                                                 
2 See the budget documents online at 
http://opb.georgia.gov/sites/opb.georgia.gov/files/imported/vgn/images/portal/cit_1210/26/40/163051772gov_rec_fy
09.pdf (p. 363 ) for the actual budget appropriation in FY2008, and 
http://opb.georgia.gov/sites/opb.georgia.gov/files/imported/vgn/images/portal/cit_1210/55/14/167205162State%20o
f%20Georgia%20Budget%20FY2012.pdf (p. 349) for the actual budget appropriation in FY2011. The Professional 
Licensing Boards (PLB) sustained even greater cuts than the Archives, but there seemed to be other political issues 
at play in that decision, and PLB began the period as the largest division of the Secretary of State’s Office. 




but it could make its case directly to legislators only when they visited the Archives building. In 
this respect, we were greatly aided by the Georgia Historical Records Advisory Board 
(GHRAB), particularly by the annual GHRAB awards. About 2009 or 2010, I gave a tour to a 
senior member of the House Appropriations Committee. By then, we had laid off a large number 
of employees and he pointedly criticized me privately for having done so. Instead, he said, I 
should have reduced money for supplies or travel. I explained at some length why this had not 
been possible, but I could hardly tell him the entire story. 
The first layoffs had come in 2008 (as part of the fiscal year 2009 budget). I had 
calculated that four layoffs would be required to meet the reductions, but I was ordered to lay off 
those four plus six additional employees and eliminate fourteen vacant positions. I was to submit 
the reductions in a format that could be publicized as a “staff reorganization.” I believed at the 
time (and still believe) that the additional layoffs were politically motivated, an attempt to show 
vigorous efforts at cutting government costs in anticipation of future election campaigns. In time, 
the six might have been laid off anyway – the budget reductions continued year after year and 
the Archives had little discretionary funding outside of salaries – but the timing was premature. I 
thought about that as I spoke to the legislator that night – I couldn't tell him that part of the story. 
Still, I had plenty to say: at the time, I was struggling to reduce the budget by yet another 
$180,000. My supplies budget held a grand total of $21,000 (down from $100,000 in 2002), my 
travel budget another $2,000 (down from $20,000); the GHRAB grants no longer existed 
(reduced from $100,000 in 2002 to zero); the Archives' rent was underfunded by $120,000. In 
fact, all of the money reserved for discretionary spending (for items other than rent, salaries, and 
inflexible costs, such as gas, electricity, and water) constituted just 0.28 percent of the Archives' 
entire budget. Had I eliminated every penny of that money – purchased no supplies or postage or 
travel or printing whatsoever – it would have amounted to only about $25,000 of the required 
$180,000. "How," I asked him, "was I to achieve that reduction without layoffs?"  
The legislator professed to be stunned by the information, but occasional conversations 
with legislators were hardly enough to keep the Archives viable. For that we needed advocates in 
the form of citizens who cared enough about the agency to take their case to their legislators. 
Eventually, such a group arose, but it is a fact of life that most of us do not advocate until a crisis 
threatens – and then it is often too late. (I, for one, love libraries, but I admit I don’t press this 
fact on my local elected officials unless they threaten to close the library or reduce its hours.) 
The first efforts at advocacy were led (as they would continue to be led) by the Friends of 
Georgia Archives and History, the Georgia Genealogical Society, and the Georgia Historical 
Records Advisory Board.3 The 2009/2010 advocacy effort was a learning experience for many 
people who had never before approached their legislators. I was encouraged by the increasing 
number of people who stepped up to make their voices heard, but that first effort was only as 
effective as most first efforts are. The archives reductions remained in effect and we absorbed 
                                                 
3 I avoided naming any individual advocates for the simple reason that I would almost certainly omit one or more 
names and end up offending someone. They (and many of you) know who they are. I am deeply grateful to them all. 




them by reducing services and finding creative ways to cut energy costs (by, for example, 
removing two of every three light bulbs in most non-public areas). Still, the Archives advocates 
learned a great deal from their experience. They determined to return in greater numbers the next 
year, and they did. 
The fiscal year 2011 budget became the proverbial straw that broke the camel's back. 
Reductions finally reaching the point where I was faced with a difficult decision: I could 
continue to fully staff the public-facing functions, such as reference, and eliminate the less public 
functions, or I could spread the reductions across the agency and reduce public hours. It was 
obvious to me that continuing the public functions alone would be futile; the Archives could no 
more operate without its behind-the-scenes services to state and local government agencies than 
a restaurant can operate without kitchen staff (few diners see them, but most would admit that 
they're essential). The reduction in public hours motivated the first well-organized and 
concentrated advocacy effort and it continued into fiscal year 2012 and beyond. The Secretary of 
State was supportive, and in early 2012 the advocates hosted a breakfast reception for state 
legislators in his office. That same year the advocates produced a professional quality, full-color 
booklet that succinctly and graphically explained the issues. Perhaps most importantly, they 
spoke with a single voice and expressed the problem and its solution in simple, unified terms. 
Their efforts began to pay off: the governor and legislature added funds to the amended fiscal 
year 2012 budget to shrink the rent gap. For the first time since 2006, the gap in rent funding 
began closing. 
In early 2012, when I decided to resign my position as state archivist, I truly believed the 
worst was behind us. The budget appeared to have leveled off, state revenues had been rising 
each month for well over a year, and many were predicting that state agencies could look 
forward to several years of level budgets. We had recently concluded a deal that would provide 
significant rental income to the Archives, and all indications were that the state budget office 
would permit us to use those funds to offset our own rent expenses. The Secretary of State was 
actively pursuing a renegotiated lease agreement that promised to stabilize our rent in future. I 
hoped that within a few years the Archives would begin to see modest budget increases that 
would provide more adequate staffing and a return to full public hours.  
My assumptions, however, proved too sanguine; the budget reductions continued. The 
recent transfer of the Archives to the Board of Regents is a positive step (one that I first 
advocated in 2011 when we transferred the Capitol Museum to the Board of Regents). In the 
University System, the Archives may find an environment that more fully appreciates its unique 
contributions to both research and public discourse. Ultimately, the Archives’ troubles stem from 
a statewide lack of such appreciation. 
The state archives is not a superfluous function of state government. It plays a vital role 
in Georgia's civic health and economic vitality:  
 The Archives preserves the most important records of government – including every 
Act of the General Assembly – and provides open access to any resident who wants 




to keep tabs on our elected officials. It provides that access without a fee, because the 
records were paid for and belong to the residents of the state. 
 The Archives maintains legal records, such as the maps and surveys that prove our 
state's boundaries and the boundaries of our counties. During my tenure as state 
archivist, thirty-four counties questioned their boundaries in seventeen different 
disputes. All but one was settled amicably and, in fifteen cases, the dispute was 
settled at no cost after little more than an afternoon in the Archives and a handshake. 
Why? Because the Archives maintained records that clearly established the 
boundaries. In only one case did the Archives not have the required records, because 
the Archives did not exist when those records were created; as a result, those two 
counties have spent more than $1,000,000 of taxpayer money trying (unsuccessfully 
so far) to resolve their dispute. Failure to preserve adequate records is a waste of tax 
dollars. 
 The Archives houses records that have been used to make environmental decisions 
(where to reintroduce the American Chestnut tree in Georgia and what kinds of filters 
to place on power plant smokestacks), to stimulate business (how to make vineyards 
flourish in the hottest parts of the state and where to find caves that can be tapped for 
methane gas), and to support the state's position in legal disputes ranging from 
property disputes to water rights. 
 The Archives attracts tourists from around the world, and those tourists stay in 
Georgia hotels, eat at Georgia restaurants, and shop in Georgia stores. One survey of 
out-of-state visitors to the Archives found that each stayed an average of four days or 
more and traveled to at least two other regions of the state during their visit. 
 The Archives oversees the efficient management of records in all state agencies and 
provides assistance to local governments as well. In recent years the Archives has 
helped Savannah and other coastal towns protect their records from potential 
hurricanes and storm surges. Georgia taxpayers benefit immeasurably when their 
government records are managed efficiently and kept safe from disaster.  
The last time the Archives was open regular hours and had anything approaching 
adequate staff was in 2010, when its budget was about $5,400,000. That equates to an annual 
cost of just 55 cents per Georgia resident. So we might well ask: Why has our governor and 
legislature not found the will to spend 55 cents per resident to protect open government, 
stimulate business, and attract tourists? The answer can only be that Georgians have not 
demanded such expenditures because they do not understand the stakes. The state archives' story 
must be told repeatedly – not just during moments of crisis – until they do.  
The long-term consequences of the budget crisis that has so weakened the state archives 
will be significant for the residents of Georgia, but without a basic understanding of the role the 
agency plays most Georgians will never appreciate that fact. The state archives and its supporters 
have a critical role to play in generating that understanding. They must exhibit and teach, 




advocate to friends and relatives, legislators and governors and political candidates, but they 
must first and foremost have a personal understanding and conviction that archives matter, that 
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For years the Georgia Archives budget and staff have been cut. Since 1992, Archives 
staffing has been reduced from 54 to 10. And its budget has been disproportionately cut by two 
Secretaries of State.  
On September 13, 2012 Secretary of State Brian Kemp issued a press release that the 
Archives would be closed to the public effective November 1, 2012. He was going to put his 
three percent budget cuts for his agency fully against the Georgia Archives budget, rather than 
spread the cuts out to the other areas of his office. He also announced he would have to cut the 
ten employees to three. 
A Coalition to Save the Georgia Archives was formed that consisted of all major 
organizations who are passionate about the Archives, including Friends of the Georgia Archives 
and History (FOGAH), and we all leapt into action. An on-line petition, a Facebook page, and 
Twitter account were started, and countless email, letters, and phone calls were being sent to the 
Governor and all Georgia representatives and senators. As an example of the passion, within a 
week of the Secretary of State’s announcement, there were over 10,000 signatures on the on-line 
petition. 
Within two weeks a rally was held at the State Capitol. Around 300 supporters attended. 
Outside the capitol a number of supporters carried placards and picketed in front of the capitol. 
The media covered both events extensively. 
About the same time, the FOGAH Board hired a governmental affairs consulting firm, 
Joe Tanner and Associates, to help direct our efforts in saving the Archives. We had tried to 
work with the legislatures to restore funding to the Archives with very little success and realized 
we needed the assistance of professionals. 
On October 18, the Governor issued a press release stating that the state would restore 
$125,000 to the Archives so it could remain open through June 30, 2013. The Governor also 
proposed that on July 1, 2013 the Archives would be transferred to the University System of 
Georgia (USG), pending approval by the General Assembly.  
In early January a nine-member working group began the planning work needed to 
ultimately transfer control and operation of the Georgia Archives from the Georgia Secretary of 
State to the USG Board of Regents. The group’s purpose was to identify and research the 
immediate issues related to the transfer and bring these before University System Chancellor 
Hank Huckaby. The group focused on the transition issues; long-term planning will be addressed 
by another group once the transfer is completed. 




House Bill 287 transferring the Archives from the Secretary of State’s office to the 
University System of Georgia (USG) was approved unanimously by both houses of the Georgia 
Legislature and was signed by Governor Deal May 6, 2013. 
Effective July 1, 2013 the Georgia Archives was transferred to the Board of Regents and 
now reports to Steve Wrigley, Executive Vice Chancellor, Administration and Fiscal Affairs. 
The Governor and General Assembly approved a budget increase of $300,000 for FY 14 in the 
Archives budget. With these funds, the Archives will hire three additional professionals and 
increase part-time staff hours. The funds will allow the Archives to open to the public two 
additional days a week, Wednesday and Thursday, from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. The new hours 
will become effective July 31, 2013. The additional staff will also allow for increased 
conservation and processing activities of the Archives collections. 
As part of the USG, the Archives will be able to tap the enormous range of faculty, staff 
and student talent to assist with its mission. Mr. Wrigley has had discussions as well with 
colleagues in the USG who are excited about partnering with the Archives. The future of the 
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Lessons Learned While Saving the Georgia Archives 




The Georgia Archives was authorized in 1918 and opened in 1919 and has had a long and 
proud history. The new building opened in Morrow in 2003 with state-of-the-art storage vaults and 
preservation lab. Then, in September, 2012, Brian Kemp, the Georgia Secretary of State who was 
the elected official over the Archives, announced that the archives would be open only by 
appointment starting in November and would be staffed with only three employees. An outcry 
arose. With assistance from Governor Nathan Deal, the Georgia Archives remained open without 
appointments and with five staff members. Following passage of legislation a few months later, 
the Board of Regents took over operation of the Archives. Starting July 31, 2013, the Archives has 
been open four days a week and will be adding staff members bringing the total up to eight full-
time employees. Along the way, supporters of state archives have learned many lessons.  
Since 2008, the Georgia Department of Archives and History has absorbed numerous 
budget cuts as the economy of the State of Georgia and the United States worsened. The Archives 
had been part of the Georgia Secretary of State’s office for over eighty years. When monies had 
to be saved within the Secretary’s offices, the Archives always took their share of the cuts. Since 
the Archives has always been a relatively small state department, even the initial cuts hurt. 
Archival and building supplies were used more carefully. Staff also experimented with things like 
adjusting settings in vaults to see if temperature and humidity levels could be maintained within 
recommended archival ranges while also saving money. After a few years of cuts, several staff 
members had lost their jobs or taken early retirement and the number of days the archives was 
open to the public started to decrease. An onerous lease agreement with an escalation clause 
negotiated during construction of the building only made the situation worse.  
By October, 2011, the Archives was open to the public for the fewest number of hours of 
any state archives in the country. That fall, interested supporters of Georgia Archives organized 
the Coalition to Preserve the Georgia Archives at the suggestion of then State Archivist David 
Carmicheal. Ken Thomas and I agreed to co-chair the Coalition. We knew we needed to work with 
historical, heritage, genealogical and related organizations in Georgia to increase support and 
awareness of the Archives. The Coalition, with support from the Friends of Georgia Archives and 
History (FOGAH), Society of Georgia Archivists (SGA), Georgia Genealogical Society (GGS), 
Georgia Historical Records Advisory Board (GHRAB), and others, quickly got to work. Various 
members of the coalition approached members of the Georgia legislature and worked with staff at 
the Georgia Secretary of State’s office. A legislative breakfast in the Secretary’s offices was well 
attended by members of the legislature plus representatives from the archives, genealogical, and 
historical communities. During the 2012 legislative session, the Coalition succeeded in getting an 
extra $67,500 from the legislature. The legislative budget stated the funds were to keep the archives 




open extra hours. The Archives was the only department under the Secretary of State to get extra 
funding that session.  
In May, we learned from Secretary Kemp that the extra funds from the 2012 legislative 
session would go toward the rent payments even though a few weeks later, staff expected that the 
Archives would be open an extra day per the legislative budget. In summer, 2012, members of the 
Coalition began to develop a new strategy to reach out to the Governor and legislators. One task 
was to collect letters from a wide variety of organizations asking the Governor to increase financial 
support of the Archives. Then Governor Deal announced that all departments of State Government 
needed to save three percent of their budgets. Georgia’s economy had begun to improve and sale 
tax collections had started to increase but rising medical costs in the state were a major concern. 
The Georgia Constitution requires a balanced budget. The state cannot spend any more money 
than it brings in. Archives supporters realized another budget cut might result in even more 
Archives staff losing their jobs. 
 Then on Thursday, September 13, 2012, shocking news came from the Secretary of State. 
Kemp reported that all of the budget cuts from his offices, including corporations, elections, and 
licensing, would come entirely from State Archives. This would mean that seven of the ten 
remaining staff would lose their jobs and the Archives would be open two days a week only by 
appointment starting November 1. Certainly, the Secretary of State had to make tough choices but 
Georgia’s history and archives were at risk as the Secretary tried to save $795,000!  
Fortunately, Georgia had organizations ready to act. We never expected such cuts but we 
were somewhat prepared when the crisis hit. The Society of Georgia Archivists had developed its 
communication skills and contacts with the media and other archival organizations through the 
years. The Coalition, GGS, and FOGAH had been making legislative contacts plus FOGAH had a 
solid budget and had been successful in recent years in raising funds for special projects. Plus, we 
had emails and addresses for several hundred historical, genealogical, and heritage groups in the 
state.  
 Reaction and expressions of shock came swiftly as the Secretary’s press release went out 
to the public. Archival colleagues from around the United States and the world expressed their 
dismay. Newspaper articles, plus reports on radio and television began to appear. Supporters used 
social media to help get the word out. Various archives supporters stepped up to make sure that 
the word got out. The FOGAH website and Facebook pages carried almost daily updates. Elizabeth 
Dill of Valdosta started a petition on change.org asking the Governor to keep the Archives open. 
Signing the online petition meant that supporters in Georgia and beyond felt like they were doing 
something.  
Just six days after Kemp’s announcement, a large crowd turned out at the Capitol for the 
Governor’s signing of a proclamation designating October as Archives month. The irony of 
celebrating Archives month just before the Georgia Archives closed to the public except by 
appointment was felt by all. The meeting with the Governor had been set up weeks earlier by 
members of the Society of Georgia Archivists, just as they have done for several years. Only 25 




people could join the Governor because a large crowd had not been expected until Kemp made his 
announcement. Marie Force, President of the Society of Georgia Archivists, presented the 
Governor with a printout giving the names of over 10,000 people who had signed the online 
petition (the number soon grew to over 17,000). I gave the Governor almost 100 letters from 
organizations from around Georgia, the U.S. and Canada, asking him to reconsider closing the 
Archives. I was privileged to speak on behalf of the group and asked the Governor for his 
assistance in saving the Archives. He responded that he was there to help the Georgia Archives 
though he gave no specifics. The group naturally applauded and expressed our enthusiasm to the 
Governor. The press took note. Our group had to take a public stance against the closing and this 
meeting provided the perfect forum.  
Having the petition with thousands of electronic signatures and having letters from archival 
and historical organizations made a dramatic impact. The importance of social media cannot be 
overstated. Social media in the form of Facebook, email, websites, and Twitter feeds, kept the 
issue alive between media reports. Having the enthusiastic support of colleagues in the historical, 
archival, and genealogical fields provided a tremendous morale boost to those of us in the trenches. 
The fact that officers and members of national organizations took the time to call, email and write 
letters expressing their support was noted by political leaders of the state.  
The media kept the story going. The Atlanta Journal-Constitution carried several major 
stories. The Clayton News Daily had several stories on the issue occurring within their geographic 
area. WSB and WXIA television stations in Atlanta had reports. Georgia Radio Network and 
Georgia Public Radio updated the story periodically. We were fortunate to have a story in the New 
York Times early in the controversy. We were first able to speak to the Times reporter because 
someone met her brother at a conference. Several stories were picked up by the Associated Press 
and carried in newspapers statewide and nationwide and online sites. One of those stories was 
picked up by the Huffington Post. I was quoted in that article because I returned a call to an AP 
reporter one night about 8 p.m. We had good success in reaching the press because we had a 
compelling story and we made ourselves available to the press when they had time to speak to us, 
including late in the day and on weekends.  
At this point, people from outside Georgia had done about all they could do. This had to 
be a Georgia fight from this point forward. The governor, Secretary of State, and Georgia 
representatives and senators had to hear that Georgians cared about their Archives – especially 
Georgians who would be voting in future elections!  
Getting more organized became a priority. Committees were established and plans to keep 
the issue before the public were discussed. Ken Thomas and I began calling legislative leaders to 
ask for appointments and support. We met with Chris Riley, the Governor’s Chief of Staff, and 
Representative Terry England, head of appropriations in the Georgia House of Representatives. 
Riley suggested that we consider all alternatives. The idea of moving the Archives from the 
Secretary of State to the Board of Regents began to officially be considered that day. The Board 
of Regents already operated several archives and special collections at public universities in 




Georgia, plus nearby Clayton State University had a new graduate program to train professional 
archivists.  
The need for a rally quickly became evident. People in Georgia needed something to do to 
publicly indicate their desire for the archives to be open regular hours with an adequate number of 
trained staff members. FOGAH and other groups organized the rally at the Georgia capitol because 
the Gold Dome is a central focal place in Georgia and the place to get noticed by the Governor, 
legislature, Secretary of State, and the press. Getting permission to have a rally at the state capitol 
was considerably easier and quicker than it would have been to have a rally in Morrow at the 
Georgia Archives. Close to three hundred people showed up for the rally on October 3. People had 
signs and came up with chants about the archives, plus the State Patrol stood by to make sure the 
rally stayed peaceful – all firsts in Georgia Archives history! Inside the capitol, former Georgia 
Congressman Bob Barr, historian Jim Cobb, Emma Davis-Hamilton of the African-American 
genealogical community, and others spoke of the importance of having an archives and having 
access to historical information. Political leaders spoke as well. State Senator Gail Davenport, 
State Representative Debbie Buckner, and Mayor J. B. Burke of Morrow addressed the crowd. 
Ken Thomas, Dianne Cannestra, and I also spoke about specific concerns of the Coalition and 
FOGAH. The rally showed political leaders and the press that a wide variety of people were 
interested in the cause and would come out to express their opinions.  
After the rally, the question of how the Governor would fulfill the promise he made on 
September 19 to help the Georgia Archives remained unanswered. We learned that the Governor 
had no funds to help worthy causes. Also, while we considered this to be a dire emergency, the 
Governor’s staff had trouble equating this to a natural disaster. The legislature could not help 
prevent the November closing since this occurred between legislative sessions. They would not 
meet again until January.  
The question of how to continue this fight was debated among archival supporters. Should 
we try to get a government affairs consultant/lobbyist or should we sue the Secretary of State? If 
the archives had closed except by appointment, the State of Georgia might possibly have been in 
violation of Georgia laws which said records had to be open and accessible. The groups 
investigated both avenues and spoke to several attorneys and lobbyists. We quickly learned that 
suing would end much of our ability to talk openly with elected officials. People seldom comment 
about ongoing legal issues. 
On October 18, Governor Deal announced that he would provide $125,000 toward keeping 
the Archives open beginning November 1 with no appointments required. The number of layoffs 
was reduced, leaving the total number of employees up to five. With this news, the focus for future 
activities settled on getting the best government affairs consultant possible to work on the archives 
issue in the legislature. While we had had success the previous legislative session in working the 
House of Representative and Senators ourselves, we knew we would need much more in the 
coming year than the $67,500 gained from the legislature in the winter of 2012.  




FOGAH took the lead at this point. They interviewed candidates and chose to work with 
Joe Tanner and Associates. Joe Tanner felt strongly about the value of archives and the need to 
have records accessible to the public. After he and his team toured the state Archives, they felt 
even more strongly that we needed to do everything we could to protect our state’s records and 
keep the archives in its state-of-the-art building. FOGAH had the 501(c)3 status and had a budget 
big enough to be able to devote some funds and energy toward the matter without endangering 
their non-profit status. They received several contributions to cover the costs and Tanner reduced 
his fee significantly and did some work pro bono.  
In anticipation of passage of an Archives bill, Chancellor Hank Huckaby of the Georgia 
Board of Regents appointed an archives working committee comprised of several employees of 
the Regents’ system and Dianne Cannestra, President of FOGAH. Tim Hynes, President of 
Clayton State University, chaired the committee. The committee considered various aspects of 
work done at the Archives and how the archives could best work within the university system.  
At this point, we worked to get the word out in Georgia that the Archives was open two 
days a week with no appointments required. Joe Tanner and Associates worked with FOGAH to 
fine tune our message for the state legislature. The Society of Georgia Archivists began updating 
a very professional handout they first prepared in January 2012 to reflect the current situation. 
Tanner held training sessions at the SGA Fall Meeting and via conference calls. The goal was to 
have constituents reach as many of their own legislators as possible. We wanted them to talk with 
their representatives and senators either in person or by phone. If that failed, we wanted them to 
make contact by email or send a letter. We asked that constituents share the message that State 
Archives should be moved to the Board of Regents and an additional $1.15 million dollars was 
needed to enable the archives to properly operate. We wanted everyone to share the same message. 
 Once the legislative session opened, the Archives bill was introduced and the waiting 
began. People gave periodic reports about discussions with legislators. We planned a breakfast for 
legislators and chose Valentine’s Day. FOGAH provided food; SGA helped with the invitation. 
Joe Tanner recommended having a legislator invite the other representatives. We had about twenty 
or so representatives and senators visit. We briefly shared the Archives story, gave them the 
handout, and asked for their support. In mid-March, the House passed GA House Bill 287 
unanimously, 170-0. Representative Matt Hatchett of Dublin, one of the Governor’s floor leaders, 
sponsored the bill in the House. 
 Then the bill went to the Senate and the Higher Education Committee. We made contact 
with the Vice-Chair of the Subcommittee and others and emphasized the move to the Board of 
Regents and the need for an additional $1.15 million. The bill soon passed the Senate unanimously. 
Senator Rick Jeffares of Henry County sponsored the bill. The Archives was transferred to the 
Board of Regents though with only $400,000 added to the budget. Then on May 6, 2013, the 
Governor signed the bill. Several supporters were there along with Board of Regents 
representatives Steve Wrigley and Chancellor Hank Huckaby, Representative Hatchett and 




Senator Jeffares. The signing gave us the opportunity to thank the Governor for his assistance in 
saving the Archives.  
On July 31, the Archives began opening four days a week to the public. They added two 
reference archivists and will add a preservationist to their staff. Certainly a great battle to keep the 
Archives open to the public without appointments and with a reasonable amount of staff had been 
won. Still the Archives had 54 staff members in 2002 and will have eight by the end of 2013 with 
the addition of two reference staff members and a preservationist. Much institutional memory has 
been lost with the departures of several long time staff members. Many people heard about the 
threatened closing except by appointment of the Archives and still think the Archives is closed. 
Staff will need to resume efforts to digitize records and make records accessible to the public 
through the Virtual Vault or its future incarnations. Staff will also need to redouble their efforts to 
make sure that records needed for the Archives are collected from State agencies. 
 An equally large challenge remains. The interested public and archives supporters must 
realize that now is not the time to relax. We cannot assume that everyone appreciates archives and 
recognizes the value of history. We also need to continue to seek additional funding for the 
Archives to increase staff. Finally, we need to remember that advocating for the Georgia Archives 
needs to be a routine part of life for archivists, historians, genealogists, and others who care about 
archives in Georgia. We must continue to get to know legislators and the Governor. We want them 
to know about the archives and the many services provided there. We also want them to visit the 
archives to gain a better appreciation of the building and the services provided by the Archives. 
Fortunately, at least for now Georgia Archives and Georgia history not going to be lost to save the 
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Rally to Save the Georgia Archives 
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Georgia Archives Advocacy: Organization, Communication, Education 




To meet the required cuts, it is with great remorse that I have to announce, effective November 1, 
2012, the Georgia State Archives located in Morrow, GA will be closed to the public. 
~Secretary of State Brian Kemp, September 13, 2012 
 
After the announcement that the Georgia Archives would close, archives supporters around 
the state began to rally and get organized. The Georgia Genealogical Society (GGS) was one group 
of supporters that performed numerous activities to advocate for the Georgia Archives. Other 
organizations such as the Friends of Georgia Archives and History, the Society of Georgia 
Archivists, and the Georgia Historical Records Advisory Board conducted activities but the GGS 
wanted to be sure the message also came directly from researchers and active users of the Georgia 
Archives. 
Then-Georgia Genealogical Society (GGS) President Linda Hughes appointed Elizabeth 
Stewart Olson and me co-chairmen of the society’s Campaign to Save the Georgia Archives. 
Between us we have more than 40 years’ experience with legislative and advocacy campaigns. 
Our plan had three parts: 1) organize; 2) communicate; and 3) educate. Each part done well 
required a good bit of time, but all had to be accomplished quickly. We had only a few months to 
get the word out and to urge the Georgia General Assembly to support the Georgia Archives. 
Elizabeth and I began by rallying the support and aid of the GGS’s 800-plus members and 
Georgia’s more than 100 genealogical and historical societies – from the Northwest Georgia 
Genealogical Society to Huxford in South Georgia’s Wiregrass country. Valdosta’s Elizabeth Dill 
created a Facebook page, Georgians Against Closing State Archives, and accompanying petition 
through Change.org. These efforts launched a show of support from around the world and 
demonstrated the power of contemporary communications options. 
GGS harnessed a variety of publicity opportunities. We kept in touch with Archives 
supporters throughout the campaign using Facebook, Constant Contact, email and a new blog – 
georgiaarchivesmatters.org – as well as through traditional media including the Atlanta Journal-
Constitution, the Clayton News Daily, radio, television and the GGS newsletter. With the help of 
the DeKalb Champion newspaper and the Georgia Press Association, we placed a letter to Georgia 
citizens in every legal newspaper in the state, often the only newspaper in small counties and 
always read by legislators. 
The crowd at the 2012 Archives Month proclamation signing in the governor’s office was 
just the beginning of the protest over the Secretary of State’s decision. Large numbers, including 
GGS members, attended the Oct. 3 rally at the state capitol. I designed a publicity flyer and a 
handout explaining “Why the Georgia Archives Should Be Open to the Public” and “Why the 
Seven Terminated Employees Should Stay.” 




Archives supporters were pleased with the Governor’s intervention that restored $125,000 
to the Archives budget and two additional employees to the staff. The announcement actually had 
a slightly negative effect in that many supporters believed that the Archives crisis had been solved. 
The governor also proposed that the Georgia Archives be moved from the Secretary of State’s 
control to the University System of Georgia (Board of Regents).  
Education – of Georgia citizens, the public and members of the Georgia legislature – was 
key to our effort. The approach was especially sensitive due to restrictions concerning political 
activities placed on non-profit organizations. We also worked under the mandates provided by the 
GGS board. 
Campaign organization is best accomplished by understanding the strengths, abilities, 
experience and willingness of supporters. The state’s genealogy and research community proved 
that they not only had the ability, but also the willingness, to make a difference. We asked that 
every person contact his or her own legislator by phone, email, and letter. The message was to be 
simple: why the Archives is important. Along with other determined volunteers, Elizabeth and I 
concentrated on key legislators: members of the House and Senate Appropriations committees and 
Higher Education committees. 
We realized from conversations with citizens and lawmakers that few people understood 
much about the Georgia Archives – from its location to what it does. Working with a volunteer 
public relations professional, we developed a strategy that included creating an educational packet 
for state legislators. The GGS board approved funding for the printing of a special Georgia 
Archives edition of society’s Quarterly journal, which was included in the information packet 
along with fact sheets and a letter of support from all the societies in Georgia. GGS members 
always can be counted on to respond when needed and so many volunteers showed up for packet-
stuffing that kits for 236 legislators were compiled in less than 30 minutes. GGS also sponsored a 
second rally on opening day of the legislative session.  
Although the Recession officially was over, state revenues still had not recovered to pre-
2007 levels. Every state agency went through budget cuts, and the governor had asked for three 
percent more. However, due to the Secretary of State’s actions, the Georgia Archives had taken a 
cut four times larger than what it should. The budget submitted by the governor did not restore the 
funds taken away by the Secretary of State. Following research into the Secretary of State’s budget 
recommendations, we came up with a figure of $320,000 more that we believed should be restored. 
This figure was the basis for in the Fair Funding message, which caught on and gained momentum 
throughout the campaign. 
The legislature agreed to restore $300,000 to the Archives budget. Thanks to the added 
funding, Georgia Archives Director Christopher Davidson opened the facility an additional two 
days a week and is in the process of hiring three new staff. The legislature’s action does not restore 
the Georgia Archives to its previous status, but it is a start. Since the end of the legislative session, 
the Georgia Genealogical Society has sponsored a public celebration at the Archives. After some 




punch and cake, we are back to the job of promoting the Archives and getting ready for the 2014 
legislative session.  
This accomplishment would not have been possible without the contributions of many 
people and organizations around the state, all working toward the same goal. As the Archives’ 
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Council of State Archivists 
Society of American Archivists 
National Association of Government Archives and Records Administrators 
www.statearchivists.org | www.nagara.org | www.archivists.org 
 
February 26, 2013 
 
The Honorable Hank M. Huckaby, Chancellor 
Office of the Chancellor 
Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia 
Suite 7025 
270 Washington Street, SW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
 
Dear Chancellor Huckaby: 
 
The proposed reassignment and transfer of the Georgia Archives from the Office of the 
Secretary of State to the Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia presents an 
important opportunity for the University System to showcase its high standards even as it meets 
the critical needs of its faculty and students, the citizens of Georgia, and researchers from around 
the world. Known formally as the Division of Archives and History, the Georgia Archives is a 
venerable institution that has earned its outstanding reputation as a highly effective public 
institution and a leading state archives. Unfortunately its staffing and budget have been 
eviscerated, its services have been reduced or terminated, and its public hours have been virtually 
eliminated. The institution is in grave and immediate need of strong support to revitalize its 
functions, staffing, and technical and financial infrastructure. 
 
The Council of State Archivists, the National Association of Government Archives and Records 
Administrators, and the Society of American Archivists (the undersigned) together represent the 
vast majority of the more than 11,000 professional archivists in the United States. We are very 
concerned about the future of the Georgia Archives and we write to share our perspectives on 
issues that we hope you will consider as you move forward with this transition. We’re confident 
that the Board of Regents shares our goal of ensuring the success of the Georgia Archives. 
 
For your consideration: 
                                                 
1 Reproduced with permission: http://files.archivists.org/governance/GA_Archives_Final_022513.pdf. Chancellor 
Huckaby’s response is online at: http://files.archivists.org/governance/GA_Archives_Huckaby_Response.pdf.  





The Georgia Archives should be placed in an administrative context in which it will receive 
the support and attention necessary to restore its mandated functions. Because some 
functions of the Archives are not commonly undertaken by universities, it is important that you 
consider how the University System will support the Archives in fulfilling its mandates, such as 
managing access to state government records with privacy or other federal or state restrictions 
(and, in particular, Freedom of Information requests). 
 
The Georgia Archives should receive an appropriate level of support to ensure that it 
fulfills its mandate to meet the research needs of the public. For example: 
 Until the cuts of recent years, the Archives had an active digitization program to provide 
broad access to its holdings online. This effort should be revitalized and integrated with 
the very impressive Digital Library of Georgia. 
 The Archives had been collaborating with online genealogical service providers 
Ancestry.com and Family Search to address the substantial family history research 
community’s desire for access to its holdings. Revitalization of these efforts would 
require very little in the way of resource investment and would yield considerable 
benefits in terms of access. 
 The Archives has a superior collection of state government records dating from the 
colonial period to modern times that meshes well with other important research resources 
held by members of the University System. These include the University of Georgia’s 
considerable government documents collections as well as a number of governors’ 
records not already held by the Georgia Archives. 
 
Careful attention to the Georgia Archives would create opportunities and support for 
revitalizing its mandated role to support state and local government records management. 
For example: 
 Based on recently introduced legislation, there appears to be an intention to transfer the 
Georgia Archives’ records management functions to a different part of the University 
System. We strongly urge you to advocate on behalf of keeping the records management 
function within the Georgia Archives in order to ensure uninterrupted and consistent 
service for state government records—from their creation and use by agencies to their 
archival transfer or disposition. These functions are operated by the state archives in 
nearly all states, and this has proven to be an essential connection for effective 
management of government records. 
 To trim costs, the Secretary of State suspended nearly all of the training and services 
provided by the Georgia Archives to state agencies. Our experience tells us that this 
decision inevitably will lead to additional costs (and potentially enormous losses in 
materials) as those agencies flounder without sufficient training. Reinstatement of these 
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services by the Georgia Archives should be considered in a way that would integrate its 
efforts with those of the Carl Vinson Institute of Government in its research and training 
efforts with state agencies, local officials, and legislators. 
 The Archives’ provision of services to, and collaboration with, local governments must 
be restored. From maintenance of statewide records retention schedules to training and 
issuance of standards, the Georgia Archives’ engagement with local governments has 
been critically important in ensuring the completeness of the Georgia record. 
 Following Hurricane Katrina, the Georgia Archives became a state and regional leader in 
disaster/emergency preparedness and response. Its role in providing training for state 
agencies and local governments ensured the protection of records that are essential for 
continuity of government operations. The Archives has worked closely with the Georgia 
Emergency Management Agency since 2005 to coordinate disaster response for records, 
and this important relationship must be sustained. 
 
The Georgia Archives’ critical functions in regard to processing and conservation of 
records, provision of user access, and managing electronic records must be restored.  
 The Georgia Archives continues to receive materials from state agencies but lacks 
sufficient staffing to adequately evaluate and describe the volume of incoming records. In 
an effort to expend its limited resources wisely, the Archives has determined that its 
services to the public should be its top priority. Effective management of new materials 
entering the Georgia Archives has diminished as a result, which will pose long-term 
access problems and will increase significantly the backlog of review actions required in 
the future. 
 A functional state archives must have the capacity to preserve materials in its collection, 
care for at-risk materials, ensure the integrity of the materials under its care, and be a 
source of materials for exhibition. Capacity for each of these functions should be restored 
to the Georgia Archives. 
 The nation’s state archives are leaders in advancing the systems and training for 
electronic records. The Georgia Archives’ electronic records program must be resurrected 
and provided with sufficient staff to ensure establishment and maintenance of systems 
that will preserve, protect, and provide access to the electronic records of Georgia 
government. 
 
If our organizations may assist you by providing information about archival programs in other 
states or universities, about archival standards and practices, or about any other matters of 
interest, please do not hesitate to contact us. Archivists nationwide share a strong interest with 
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Evolving Advocacy: The Society of Georgia Archivists and the Georgia Archives Budget 
Crisis 
Courtney Chartier and Sarah Quigley 
 
The misconception by our publics and by those with the power to allocate resources to our 
repositories strikes at the heart of our existence and ability to function. 
~David B. Gracy II1 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Ask an archivist what she or he does and you will get a myriad of answers. You might 
hear “I serve the public,” or “I preserve our history” or even, “I teach people about the past.” 
Despite the variety of answers you might get, all archivists are united as a part of a universe of 
colleagues and records. We face the same challenges in preservation, management, and 
especially funding and public awareness of our profession and our collections. The reality of 
being an archivist is that we must also be advocates for ourselves and our home institutions, but 
also for that shared universe. When the largest and most visible of archives in our professional 
community is threatened, we must all pull together to advocate as one. Advocacy may not be 
taught in our schools, but it is an essential function of our profession, whether we practice it in a 
corporate boardroom, a university, or a county office.  
The Georgia Archives is the official archives and records management facility for the 
State of Georgia. Over the last several years, the Georgia Archives has faced a series of 
significant budget reductions that eliminated staff, endangered grant funded programs, and 
dramatically reduced public service hours. At the time of the crisis, the Society of Georgia 
Archivists (SGA), the statewide professional association for all archivists and supporters of the 
profession, had only recently established a formal arm for advocacy efforts by forming an 
Outreach Committee. We saw the reductions at the Georgia Archives as threats to not only 
archives professionals, but also the continued preservation of important historic records, and 
therefore SGA decided to focus the work of the Outreach Committee on bringing public 
awareness to the issues of the Georgia Archives and advocating politically for the reinstatement 
of funds. Even with this mission and committee in place, the effort needed to conduct an 
awareness campaign in support of the Georgia Archives was unexpected. 
In many ways, we at SGA were “thrown in the deep end” by the Georgia Archives 
budget crisis. However, it provided the organization with a valuable political education on how 
to structure communications, how to advocate in the political arena and the best ways to interact 
with local legislators, and how to harness available tools to encourage and inform public 
awareness of an issue. The immediacy of the crisis led us to make many mistakes, but also 
allowed us to build a basis for a sustainable program of advocacy in Georgia. This article 
provides a short description of the evolution of organized SGA advocacy activities, a history of 
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the Georgia Archives crisis, and an analysis of our lessons learned. It is our hope that this 
information can be applied by archivists involved in all arenas of advocacy, from the elevator to 
the State House. 
 
SGA OUTREACH HISTORY AND ITS INVOLVEMENT IN THE GEORGIA 
ARCHIVES 
The position of Outreach Manager is a relatively new one for SGA. In just a few short 
years, the position, and even the concept of outreach activities have changed radically. 
In 2009, then President Christine de Catanzaro brought together a small group of SGA 
Board members to discuss the promotion of the annual meeting. Because 2009 was the 40th 
anniversary of SGA, de Catanzaro felt strongly that the event deserved some additional 
promotion. The meeting attendees formed an ad hoc “Outreach Committee” with the goal of 
promoting the annual meeting through social media tools, and the SGA listserv and newsletter.  
In January 2010, SGA established Outreach as a standing committee and the President 
appointed Courtney Chartier, a member of the original committee, as Chair. Nine volunteer 
members, including Sarah Quigley, worked together for two purposes: to establish the essential 
functions of the Committee, including an official handbook entry, and to “support other 
Committees through [the] promotion of workshops, programs, and the annual meeting.”2 
At this time, our primary function on the Outreach Committee was to administer SGA’s 
various social media outlets, including Blogger, Facebook, and LinkedIn, with the goal of 
general promotion of SGA activities to the membership and the public. Among other 
responsibilities listed in the first handbook entry for Outreach was “at the direction of or in 
conjunction with the President, conducts archival advocacy activities.”3 There was no further 
definition for this activity. As a preliminary exercise, we created a “Legislative Action” section 
of the SGA website, which served as a place to link to various archival advocacy efforts. 
The work of the Outreach Committee in 2010 was restricted to the promotion of SGA 
programs, heavy promotion of the annual meeting, and solicitation and submission of a nominee 
for the SGA President’s Award. In October 2010, the SGA membership voted to approve the 
Outreach Committee as a permanent committee and then President Christine Wiseman 
reappointed Courtney Chartier as Chair. 
Then, in 2011, the work and structure of the Outreach Committee changed significantly. 
We decided early in the year to focus advocacy efforts on assisting with the national Preserving 
the American Historical Record (PAHR) initiative, as well as to continue established duties of 
promotion and updates to social media. We slightly refocused promotional efforts by creating 
long format articles on Georgia institutions and initiatives for the SGA blog. 
In the spring of 2011, we learned that the Georgia Archives was under threat of severe 
budget cuts. We learned about the matter from a message posted to the SGA listserv by a 
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member of the Friends of Georgia Archives and History (FOGAH), a non-profit friends group 
that supports the mission of the Archives through volunteer activities, general advocacy, and 
fundraising for educational programs.4 The proposed budget reduction was just another in a 
series of cuts that had, over a 10 year period, reduced the staff of the Archives by 82%, public 
service hours by 60%, and the budget by millions.5 In consultation with the SGA President, we 
decided that the threats to staff and the preservation program at the Georgia Archives constituted 
a threat to the profession in Georgia, and therefore warranted the energy and resources of the 
Outreach Committee. In response, we created a press release about the situation, wrote a form 
letter of concern for members to send to their legislators, and created and distributed a contact 
list for Georgia State Appropriations Committee members. We also collated a statewide press 
contact list, divided by region and media type. Ultimately, the budget for the Georgia Archives 
was reduced. 
In order to continue raising awareness of the dwindling Georgia Archives budget, the 
Committee expanded its promotion of Georgia Archives Month (GAM) in general, and in 
particular, the traditional signing of a declaration of GAM by the Governor each October. 
Because GAM is an event that involves archivists from across the state from diverse institutions, 
we felt that it would be an ideal time to not only bring more archivists into the fight, but also use 
the existing structure of promotion to bring attention to the importance of archivists and archival 
collections. The Committee worked with GAM organizers by sharing their press contacts, 
writing a press release about the event, and encouraging attendance by SGA members. This 
resulted in a significant increase in attendance at the GAM proclamation. We also continued to 
encourage SGA membership to contact their state legislators about the constant threats to the 
Archives budget. 
Despite some success, by the end of 2011 SGA had determined that the Outreach 
Committee structure was not sufficient for the demands of professional advocacy work. The 
Georgia Archives budget situation often called for immediate responses to events, and a 
committee of seven or more people was unable to respond in a timely fashion. Other routine 
duties, such as social media updates, were better handled by a single person. 
At the 2011 SGA annual meeting, the membership voted to transition the Outreach 
Committee into a two person team. The Outreach Manager would be appointed by the President, 
and serve for two years: one year as a junior Co-Manager and then one year as Manager. 
Courtney Chartier was appointed the first Outreach Manager, and Sarah Quigley was appointed 
as Co-Manager. 
Advocacy work in 2012 began immediately, with a meeting with Senator Jason Carter, 
attended by Chartier, Quigley, new SGA President Marie Force, and FOGAH representative and 
well-known Georgia genealogist Kenneth H. Thomas, Jr. In preparation for the meeting with 
                                                 
4 Friends of Georgia Archives and History, accessed July 6, 2013, http://www.fogah.org.  
5 Our Georgia Archives, Our Georgia History, accessed July 6, 2013, 
http://www.fogah.org/sitebuildercontent/sitebuilderfiles/gaemergencydeckprint.pdf.  




Senator Carter, Force, Chartier and Quigley helped create an “emergency deck” for legislators.6 
The deck consisted of 10-12 slides detailing the crisis at the Archives and explaining the value of 
the Archives to the state of Georgia. The goal of the deck was to provide Senator Carter with an 
attractive, well-designed document that he could keep and share with other legislators, that was 
full of compelling statistics that would encourage his support. 
The meeting with Carter was fruitful for SGA. Not only was he generally supportive as a 
legislator committed to education and the grandson of former President Jimmy Carter (whose 
presidential library is located in Atlanta), he also provided us with some of our earliest insights 
into the political process. The first lesson was learning exactly why Carter was willing to meet. 
In December 2011, in response to encouragement from SGA, several employees of Emory 
University contacted Senator Carter. He was very frank about the importance of having Emory 
as a constituent and that the emory.edu email address was a significant factor in his decision to 
schedule the meeting. It became clear to us at that point how crucial it is to involve well-known 
community stakeholders in the advocacy process. Having access to the right corporate email 
address can open doors that a regular Gmail account cannot. 
This point was reinforced by the presence at the meeting of Marie Force, Archives 
Manager at Delta Air Transport Heritage Museum. Carter suggested that Marie contact other 
corporate archivists in Atlanta, from companies such as Coca-Cola, Home Depot, and UPS, to 
create a letter that could be sent from all of them to Governor Deal. Carter emphasized how 
important it would be to show that we had the support of major economic players in the state.7 
Within a couple of weeks of the meeting, Force had secured the support of other corporate 
archivists in Atlanta, and together they sent a letter to Governor Nathan Deal urging him to 
protect the Georgia Archives budget. 
Carter also emphasized how important our emergency deck would be in communicating 
with other legislators. Our ability to boil our argument down to the financial bottom line and to 
show in concrete numbers the devastation of the Archives staff and budget would be central to 
persuading them to support our cause. As would our ability to concisely articulate how those 
slashed budgets and decimated staff numbers would negatively impact specific legislators’ 
ability to serve their own constituents, and how the success of the Archives was directly tied to 
the economic stability of the entire state. For example, one slide in the deck describes the 
Archives as an “anchor destination” in developing Clayton County as a cultural and tourist hub. 
The slide shows the Archives in proximity to the NARA southeast regional branch and Clayton 
State University, and also includes statistics on the number of visitors to the Archives from 2009-
2010. The point, of course, being that if over 6,000 people visit the Archives each year and the 
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average visitor comes from 130 miles away, each researcher at the Archives is also a consumer 
in the state of Georgia, spending money in restaurants, hotels, convenience stores and gas 
stations, and potentially visiting other heritage sites.8 
Carter also stressed the importance of personal contact from constituents, emphasizing 
that personal visits to legislators would be more effective than emails or letters, particularly if we 
could reproduce the emergency deck and leave copies in legislative offices. We learned that the 
hierarchy of legislative communication was real, and much more important to our success than 
we initially thought. Letters and emails may prompt legislators to assess constituent opinion on a 
given issue; however, they also allow legislators to respond with nothing more than a form. 
Personal visits demonstrate personal passion and commitment to an issue and also make your 
voice harder to ignore. It’s easy to file a letter without registering its importance and it’s equally 
easy to tally the yays and nays from constituents on any given issue. A conversation with a 
legislator, however, gives them an opportunity to ask questions and they are much more likely to 
register the content of your argument when it is spoken directly to them.  
As a result of this meeting, we began to alter our approach to advocacy. Despite its 
minimal effectiveness, letter writing is an easy way to get people involved in a cause, and we 
continued to provide the SGA membership with form letters to send to their representatives, 
while we began to think about other, more direct methods of communicating with Georgia 
legislators. For example, in January 2012, FOGAH hosted a reception for legislators at the 
Capitol. Outreach managers created individual invitations for each legislator and distributed 
copies of the emergency deck. Several legislators attended, including key representatives from 
Morrow, Georgia, where the Archives is located. We also focused on ways to empower members 
in the advocacy process by creating general tools, made available via an “Advocacy” webpage. 
These included instructions for both professional and legislative advocacy, and covered topics 
from identifying and contacting legislators to composing an elevator speech. Ultimately, the 
Archives budget for 2012-2013 was still far below adequate.9 The expectation was that the 
organization would be able to limp along with the reduced budget, and supporters would be 
prepared to resurrect the advocacy campaign the next year. 
Throughout the spring, we focused much of our attention on creating awareness of the 
Georgia Archives’ budget troubles with the public. While social media is an effective way of 
reaching members of the public who already have a vested interest in your cause, it does not 
attract as many new followers as a press piece. Contacting and cultivating relationships with the 
press is essential to advocating any issue, but those contacts are difficult to maintain. Journalists 
and editors frequently move from publication to publication and email contacts can change 
rapidly. In the case of the Georgia Archives, the press contact list created by SGA in 2011 was 
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almost unusable in 2012, as many contacts had changed jobs, or as news outlets folded. 
Constantly updating a press list is tedious work, but it must be done on a routine basis. 
Summer was a quiet season for SGA’s advocacy effort. We sent a letter to Senator 
Carter, thanking him for his time and attention, but also gently reminding him that there would 
be more work to be done. We understood that expressing our gratitude would be integral to 
keeping supporters on our side, but we didn’t want them to forget that the issues at the Georgia 
Archives were unresolved. We were expecting our work to ramp up again near the end of year 
when we would begin planning for the 2013 legislative session. Then, quite unexpectedly, on the 
afternoon of September 13, 2012, Georgia Secretary of State Brian Kemp announced that budget 
cuts mandated by Governor Nathan Deal would result in the elimination of all public access 
hours to the Georgia Archives as well as the loss of seven staff positions.10 Governor Deal had 
asked each government agency to reduce their budgets by 3% for the remainder of the fiscal 
year. Public access hours already had been slashed from 40 hours per week in 2010 to a mere 17 
hours per week in 2011, and staff numbers had dropped from 54 in 2002 to 10 by the beginning 
of 2012. Yet, public demand for access to the Archives’ rich resources had not dwindled; 
between July 2009 and June 2010, the Archives served 62,190 patrons, including on-site and 
remote researchers, student tour groups, workshop attendees, and government officials.11 Kemp’s 
original press release promised that the Archives would remain open by appointment, but those 
appointments would be limited by the schedules of the remaining two professional staff. 
Supporters of the Archives were left to wonder how the remaining staff could possibly keep up 
with researcher demand. A follow up press release on September 14 announced that the last work 
day for the seven terminated staff members would be October 31.  
Following these announcements, SGA and the archival community in Georgia ramped up 
its advocacy efforts into high gear. A number of organizations joined together to form the 
Coalition to Save the Georgia Archives, including the Friends of Georgia Archives and History 
(FOGAH), the SGA, the Association of County Commissioners of Georgia, and the Georgia 
Historical Records Advisory Board (GHRAB), among others. Because the crisis needed 
immediate response, the structure of the Coalition was ad hoc, and it served as an overarching 
organization that other groups could join to show their support for the Georgia Archives. The 
lines between work done by SGA, FOGAH, or other parties with a stake in the future of the 
Georgia Archives were often blurry. Furthermore, none of the organizations in the Coalition had 
ever conducted political advocacy on this scale. We not only had to learn how to conduct this 
kind of advocacy campaign, but also how to do it in a fashion that coordinated efforts between 
groups with significantly different missions and abilities. For SGA’s part, we maintained our 
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focus on disseminating information to the press and the public about the issue, and specifically 
worked to increase the social media presence of the Coalition by creating a Twitter feed 
(@SaveGAarchives) and a YouTube campaign.  
Archival leaders from around the country rallied to help the Coalition plan its campaign, 
and many scholarly and professional organizations wrote to Secretary Kemp and Governor Deal 
in support of the archives. A petition to keep the archives open was started, and was ultimately 
signed by over 10,000 individuals. SGA led efforts to speak with the press and keep media 
informed of updates. The closing garnered press coverage around the country, including in the 
New York Times.12 SGA leaders also continued to update the emergency deck of slides for 
redistribution to legislators. 
At the September 19 signing of the proclamation declaring October Archives Month in 
Georgia, Coalition members presented Governor Deal with the petition and signed letters of 
support. He pledged his support of the Archives, but offered little detail about what form that 
support would take. On October 3, 2012, the Coalition sponsored a rally at the Georgia State 
Capitol during which protesters called for a complete restoration of the Archives budget. Those 
in attendance heard from scholars, genealogists and state legislators including Dianne Cannestra, 
President of the FOGAH; Kaye Lanning Minchew, Co-Chair of the Coalition and Director of the 
Troup County Archives; Emma Davis-Hamilton, Chair of the African-American Genealogical 
Society; Jim Cobb, Spalding Distinguished Research Professor, University of Georgia; and Bob 
Barr, former U.S. Attorney and Congressman. All spoke eloquently of the value of the Archives, 
to their individual work, to the legal protection of Georgia citizens, and to the transparency and 
effectiveness of the state government. On October 11, FOGAH retained the services of Joe 
Tanner and Associates, a governmental affairs consulting group, to help guide the Coalition 
through the legislative budget process and hopefully lead us to a successful conclusion.  
The partnership with Joe Tanner and Associates was advantageous for the Coalition. The 
firm was able to provide leadership and insights that the Coalition lacked, and they proved 
instrumental in the continuation of our political education. They started by hosting training 
workshops for volunteers, which reinforced the hierarchy of political communication that we had 
first learned about from Senator Carter. They also emphasized the importance of connecting with 
our legislators on a personal level. It is incumbent on us as advocates to know the people we’re 
asking for help, and then to approach them first from common ground. Is your state 
representative a regular at your favorite coffee shop? Do you like the same music? Are you both 
alumni of the same college? While it may seem trite, it’s no less important to remember that 
simple things often pave the way for long-lasting relationships. Ultimately, the goal stretches far 
beyond the immediate solution to a problem to the cultivation of long-term relationships that will 
continue to benefit your organization.  
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Joe Tanner and Associates were also key players in the construction of a unified message. 
Prior to our work with them, we had often struggled to keep our message from getting diluted by 
the fact that the message was filtered through numerous organizations with divergent motivations 
for getting involved. Tanner and Associates were adamant in their instruction to us that our 
message should be focused entirely on support for the transfer of the Archives and whatever 
budget the Board of Regents deemed appropriate. In the midst of the crisis, anything else would 
be distracting and the time had passed for lengthy philosophical conversations about the value of 
archives and the good inherent in their preservation. It became necessary for us to support what 
was, ultimately, the only solution for keeping the doors of the Georgia Archives open.  
As we were simultaneously learning as much as we could about the political process and 
trying to keep the Archives crisis fresh in the minds of supporters, Governor Deal announced on 
October 18 that he would restore $125,000 to the Archives' budget to keep it open to the public 
and retain two additional staff until June 30, 2013. The announcement also laid out Deal’s plan 
for the future of the Archives. On July 1, 2013, it said, responsibility for the Archives would 
transfer from the Secretary of State to the University System of Georgia's Board of Regents, 
pending approval of the Georgia General Assembly. The General Assembly would consider the 
transfer, as well as the FY 2013-2014 budget during the 2013 legislative session.13 Following 
this announcement, the Coalition began to prepare for another round of conversations with 
legislators. In January 2013, a task force was formed by the Board of Regents to plan the 
transition of the Archives.14 
Before the legislative session began, the Regents submitted a budget request to the House 
Appropriations Committee requesting an additional $225,000 be added to the Archives budget.15 
This would be the minimum amount necessary to extend public access hours and replace a 
portion of the staff lost in the fall. During this time, SGA and the Coalition worked to mobilize 
volunteers to call and meet with their representatives in support of the Board of Regent’s budget 
request. We provided supporters with talking points focused entirely on the narrow message 
crafted with the help of Tanner and Associates. We also made sure that all of our communication 
with the press centered around our support of the transfer of the archives. 
As we continued to work with Joe Tanner throughout the fall and spring, we found him to 
be an indispensable source of information. His insider access to the Georgia Legislature in turn 
gave us access to facts and details that we would not have had otherwise. This became invaluable 
to us in dispelling rumors during the legislative session. As the bill to transfer the Archives 
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progressed through the house and senate, rumors of hold ups and political manipulation flew 
with regularity. With the help of Joe Tanner and his colleagues we were able to counter those 
rumors with accurate information that we could then funnel to our supporters. 
On March 5, the Georgia House of Representatives voted unanimously to transfer the 
Archives to the University System. The House also agreed to add $224,000 to the Archives 
budget. Two weeks later, the Senate followed suit and unanimously voted to transfer the 
Archives to the University System with an additional $300,000 in the budget. When the 
appropriations committees of both houses met to reconcile their budgets, they agreed to restore 
the $300,000 recommended by the Senate. These additional funds are over and above what 
Governor Nathan Deal had recommended in his budget for FY14, however, the total Archives 
budget is still far below where it has been in the past. In June 2013, the Georgia Archives 
announced that it would hire a full time Archivist and a full time Conservator. On July 1, 2013, 
administration of the Georgia Archives was officially transferred from the Secretary of State’s 
Office to the University System, and at the end of July, public access hours will extend to four 
days per week.16 
 
LESSONS LEARNED 
The most crucial element of any advocacy campaign is planning. In a crisis, we often fool 
ourselves into thinking there is no time to plan. It feels critical to take immediate decisive action 
instead of stepping back, taking a breath, and formulating a clear and detailed strategy for 
moving forward. But it cannot be overstated that the success of any campaign depends largely on 
the ability to designate strong leadership, clearly define responsibilities, initiate and maintain 
open communication, and create an environment that values the input of all stakeholders. 
Success also depends on the ability to define a consistent message and effectively communicate 
that message to supporters and volunteers. Groups and individuals who support a cause likely do 
so for a variety of reasons. Coordinating their efforts and keeping the message consistent across 
diverse (and sometimes divergent) motivations is an essential piece of the advocacy puzzle. 
Though the 2012-2013 campaign on behalf of the Georgia Archives ultimately ended in 
success, the effort suffered in areas that lacked the proper planning and oversight. Messaging 
was a particularly knotty problem for us to work out, due in large part to the diversity of 
stakeholders involved in the campaign and the ad hoc nature of the Coalition. We learned 
quickly that genealogical researchers, professional archivists, and legislators all have very 
different investments in the Archives and equally different reasons for wanting the doors to stay 
open. In an effort to avoid diluting the message, or conflating a number of different issues into 
one mega-issue, our advocacy efforts often focused on the loss of public access to the Archives. 
This was effective in terms of drawing attention to the issue and it enabled us to mobilize 
supporters based on their emotional reaction to the loss of a resource that belongs to the 
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taxpayer. However, it also meant that very often we were not talking about issues of 
preservation, the practical matter of transferring government documents to the Archives or staff’s 
ability to arrange and describe them, or the government’s legal obligation to maintain the 
Archives. These issues all came up over time, of course, but often were not the focus of the 
conversation. 
It is also important to organize the advocacy effort under a leader or organization that has 
the capacity to handle multiple tasks at once. Firmly drawn lines of responsibility between 
collaborators and/or volunteers are crucial both to staying on message and avoiding duplication 
of effort. Identify the people who will be in charge of communicating with the press; identify the 
people who will spearhead the drafting of talking points; identify the people who will take 
responsibility for pushing communications out to group members. Assign responsibilities based 
on a frank and honest assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the groups involved. For 
example, because of their professional positions, the past two SGA presidents were limited in 
their abilities to speak publicly about advocacy for the Georgia Archives. This meant that press 
and other communications had to be handled by SGA Outreach, and this was done with the full 
support and authority of the SGA leadership.  
It is also necessary to create some kind of online presence via online sharing sites in order 
to raise your profile with the press. After SGA distributed one of our first press releases, inviting 
reporters to the State Capitol for the FOGAH reception for legislators in January 2012, local 
reporter Scott Henry wrote an article taking the Coalition to task for not having any online 
presence, not even a Facebook page.17 While somewhat glib, Henry’s point was well-taken: how 
do archives advocates expect to engage diverse communities in their struggles, or even teach 
them about our value, if we do not engage in the tools of everyday life? 
Email listservs, Blogger, Twitter, Facebook, Change.org, and YouTube were all used in 
the campaign for the Georgia Archives. Use of these tools was essential for sharing immediate 
news but also demonstrated the need for streamlined communications. While the Twitter account 
and YouTube were administered by the SGA Outreach Managers, the Facebook page and online 
petition were created by a supporter of the Georgia Archives. Within days, the page and petition 
had thousands of “likes” and signatures. It would have been completely ineffective to create 
competitive pages within those same tools, but key messaging was not always immediately sent 
to their administrator, leaving the manger of two essential public relations tools out of the loop. 
A more minor example of a communications snafu was not sharing the Twitter hashtag for the 
Capitol Rally widely enough; the proliferation of different tags made it difficult for people to 
follow the event, and to discover the official Twitter account for the Coalition. 
Despite the ease and availability of online tools, the biggest challenge to any advocacy 
campaign is still getting people involved. In the fall of 2012, SGA member Wendy Hagenmeier 
came to us with the idea of launching a YouTube campaign to show support for the Georgia 
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July 6, 2013, http://clatl.com/freshloaf/archives/2012/01/23/ok-kiddos-lets-have-fun-with-old-archives.  




Archives. The plan was to create a series of short videos of people talking about why they 
thought the Georgia Archives should remain open. We had hoped to recruit subjects from a 
variety of stakeholding communities, from the users of the Archives to other archivists who 
understood the impact budget cuts have on the profession. 
A local filmmaker volunteered to create the first video, and former Georgia Congressman 
Bob Barr agreed to be filmed for the inaugural video. We considered this a coup. Barr had 
spoken at the Capitol Rally for the Georgia Archives and has a level of local name recognition 
that encourages people, especially the media, to pay attention. After the initial video was posted, 
we announced the program and asked SGA members and other supporters of the Georgia 
Archives to shoot their own videos, and either email them to the Outreach Managers or share 
them on YouTube with a specific tag for searching. We also took a camera and tripod set up to 
the SGA Annual Meeting to film interested members for the campaign. There were no 
volunteers.  
National professional organizations can also bring attention to a local or regional issue. 
From early on in the Georgia Archives crisis, the Issues & Advocacy Roundtable of the Society 
of American Archivists (SAA) actively responded by sharing information on their listserv and 
encouraging members to call family and friends in Georgia and ask them to contact their 
legislators. The Roundtable also sent a letter to Governor Nathan Deal, alternately asking that he 
work to save the Archives’ funding, and showing support for his proposal to transfer the 
Archives to the University System of Georgia. 
Professional organizations from allied fields, such as the American Alliance of Museums, 
the American Historical Association, the American Library Association, the Association of 
Canadian Archivists, the Council of State Archivists, the National Coalition for History and the 
Special Libraries Association, released open letters opposing the budget cuts to Governor Deal in 
September 2012. A letter to Deal was also prepared by SAA’s Government Affairs Working 
Group. In February 2013, after the transfer was announced, SAA co-signed a letter of support 
with the Council of State Archivists and the National Association of Government Archives and 
Records Administrators. Despite the letters and public show of support, SAA offered no other 
resources to the campaign. Their position was reactionary and primarily served to share news 
from Georgia. This taught us an important lesson about national support: while national 
organizations are good for some kinds of support, they cannot be expected to be involved on a 
deeper level.  
Many of these lessons speak to one overall theme: in order to be successful advocates, 
you must plan preemptively. It is not enough to have a strong reaction when a crisis comes. It is 
essential to be prepared for any kind of crisis. If you are personally well-organized, find the 
strongest planners in your organization and ask them for help. Identify the stakeholders in your 
organization, from researchers to administrators and your local and regional colleagues, and 
collaborate with them frequently. Collect local press contacts and create an email list. Learn to 
write a press release, either by researching examples online or by asking a communications 




officer at your workplace. And if your organization does not have an online tool in place to 
disseminate information quickly, create one now. Most importantly, consider designating a 
position in your organization to act as an advocacy officer and route planning and 
communications through them.  
We have enjoyed some truly significant victories for the Georgia Archives and they are 
victories that prove advocacy works. Despite the hiring of new professional staff and the 
extension of public service hours, the Archives is not close to fully staffed, the preservation 
program still operates in a reduced capacity, and we have no way of knowing how the University 
System of Georgia will treat the Archives in the future. There is much work to be done to see the 
Archives budget fully restored and we can expect the fight to last for several more years. SGA is 
committed to contributing to a long campaign to in collaboration with FOGAH in support of the 
Georgia Archives, as well as cultivating an overall culture of advocacy for archives professionals 
in the state. We want archivists in Georgia to have the tools to not only advocate for the biggest 
and most visible of us in the community, but also for themselves. The true goal is not only the 
ability to respond to a crisis but a sustainable framework for advocacy. As we take the time to 
assess our successes and failures now that the crisis has passed, we will begin to identify and 
implement the tools necessary to build that framework. To be successful will require long term 
planning and cooperation as well as the establishment of a truly collaborative network of 
supporters that does not just mobilize in crisis but that regularly works to keep the Archives in 
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Persuasion, Promotion, Perception: Untangling Archivists' Understanding of Advocacy 
and Outreach 
Jeremy Brett and Jasmine Jones 
 
INTRODUCTION 
More and more, archivists find themselves having to be advocates for their own 
institutions, fellow archival institutions, and themselves. This is an especially complicated turn of 
events because of the discrepancy among archivists as to what specifically constitutes archival 
advocacy. As a response to this, over the past year the Issues & Advocacy Roundtable of the 
Society of American Archivists (SAA) has made it a strategic objective to study the question of 
advocacy. The Roundtable chair put out a call to conduct a series of surveys on archival 
advocacy in the profession, designed to gauge the advocacy environment as it exists among 
today’s archivists and archival institutions. The ongoing goal of this longitudinal study has been 
to create a dialogue about what advocacy is, how it is defined, and the ways in which advocacy 
as well as outreach activities form a part of our professional activities. In doing so, the 
Roundtable hopes to better define its role as educator and leader on issues of archival advocacy 
as well as to understand how it can best engage and educate the profession about shaping future 
archival-related policies. 
This article will describe the context in which this research was undertaken; the design 
and methodology of the initial and follow-up advocacy survey; the results of both; and the next 
steps to be taken by the Issues & Advocacy Roundtable. 
 
RESEARCH CONTEXT 
A few weeks after SAA’s 2012 Annual Meeting, a press release issued by Secretary of 
State Brian Kemp announced the closure of the Georgia State Archives due to budget cuts. The 
congregation of individuals in opposition to this political move was significant and the issue 
stood to buttress recognition of archives. However, issues such as this are not new for the 
profession. There are layoffs of staff, reductions of resources, and debilitating legislative 
measures that hinder the fruition of archives and archival practice. Archival literature has spoken 
to these matters as separate entities, when in fact advocacy is a broad measure to enhance 
archival practice. The existing literature has primarily done so in the reconsideration of archival 
practices within limited resources, asking the question, how can what we do be done in a more 
efficient manner, in a way that is still successful despite the hindrances of our work? In point of 
fact, the question that needs to be asked is, what can be done to enhance our resources/change 
policy, so that what we do can be done in a more effective manner and for broad, social 
utilization? The answer to this question is better-targeted advocacy strategies to support long-
term measures. 
The announced closure of the Georgia State Archives happened around the time when we 
started discussing the construction of the first advocacy survey. We set out to build a survey that 
was grounded in archival praxis, using archival literature, professional discourse, and personal 




experiences as our guide. What we found, however, was little enough to provide us with a 
satisfying response to the central questions of our study, namely how archival professionals view 
and define advocacy and what hinders them from engaging in advocacy efforts. In fact, in one of 
our survey questions on advocacy resources, respondents consistently offered up one book, Larry 
J. Hackman’s edited volume, Many Happy Returns: Advocacy and the Development of Archives. 
Other responses included online resources but no other peer-reviewed literature. However, this 
does not mean that there is not archival literature that discusses advocacy in a broader context. 
For example, in 2009 Richard Cox published a revealing article, “Unpleasant Things: 
Teaching Advocacy in Archival Education.” In the article, Cox defines advocacy as “hav[ing] a 
more specific aim of affecting a change in support,”1 and the difference between archival 
outreach is that “archival outreach is a public relations process, whereas archival advocacy is a 
political process.”2 As will become apparent, the survey responses and our own analysis 
eventually uncovered similar-minded definitions from our respondents. The article also discusses 
Cox’s role as teacher and his methods for developing curriculum that binds archival practice to 
advocacy. Kathleen Roe’s 2010 article, “Let’s Give Them Something to Talk About: Advocating 
for Archives,” supplements Cox’s paper in describing the essential activity of advocacy, 
prescribing that as a profession, we move away from treating the archive as a treasure trove and 
toward sharing “how archives can change lives, how they influence decision-making, how they 
literally can change the fabric and nature of a life, a community, and the landscape of our 
nation.”3 More recently, along the same vein, Many Happy Returns aims to interpret advocacy in 
an applied archival practice and provide significance to this method. 
There are a number of articles that speak about the necessity of archival advocacy; case 
studies about what advocacy has done to facilitate funding, increased resources, and outreach; 
and how advocacy expounds upon the value of archival materials and services for communities.4 
The issue we are tackling as a roundtable, however, is one that Roe briefly lays out in the 
conclusion of her aforementioned article. She writes, “Advocacy takes real planning – from the 
identification of the audience to whom you need to advocate, to honing the message, to getting 
supporters to help you, to learning the ropes to successfully carry out your effort.”5 The archival 
literature provide us with a strong basis from which to work toward fleshing out this issue, but it 
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is in conversation with other professionals about the nature of advocacy, how it is defined, and 
what should be done to bolster advocacy efforts that we found inspiration for the construction of 
the advocacy surveys. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
The objective of this study is to create a definition of advocacy to be used by the 
Roundtable, in order to better direct the Roundtable’s educational and lobbying efforts. The 
central questions of the study are: 
 How do archival professionals view advocacy? 
 What advocacy activities would archival professionals like to engage in, if they had 
the capacity to do so? 
 What hinders archival professionals from engaging in advocacy efforts? 
 






We employed a monomodal method to conduct this qualitative research study – the 
online survey – and developed two consecutive surveys, with the aim of conducting future 
follow-up surveys. The respondents of these surveys comprised of a self-selected target 
population of archivists, who hold memberships with the Society of American Archivists. The 




surveys were distributed through multiple SAA listservs, namely Archives & Archivists and 
Issues & Advocacy, though the first survey was also distributed to the listservs of other SAA 
roundtables. 
The study used a nonprobability, self-selected sampling of archival professionals, who 1) 
are members of the Society of American Archivists, and 2) subscribe to the listservs the survey 
was distributed through. The online survey was selected as the primary study instrument because 
we aimed to explore the diversity of knowledge and experience with archival advocacy 
throughout the United States. It also provided for a rapid response rate and increased respondent 
flexibility. The email that accompanied the link to the survey described the motivations for 
developing the survey, the objectives of the study, and the use of the findings. It was only in our 
second survey that we composed a survey introduction, in which the respondents were advised of 
the time expected to complete the survey (15 to 20 minutes) and that the survey findings would 
be presented at the Society of American Archivists and Council of State Archivists 2013 Annual 
Meeting. 
The questions in both the initial and subsequent survey spoke to the above central 
questions and logical structure; however, the initial survey questions articulated micro-level 
concerns about advocacy whereas the second survey expressed a macro-level concern. For 
example, the first survey consisted of questions related to five themes: advocacy resources, 
education, finances and development, social media and outreach, and performance metrics and 
planning. Within these five themes, we developed three to four questions based on professional 
discourse, personal experiences, and archival literature and resources. Where the initial survey 
was extensive, the second survey was more succinct and spoke to the gaps revealed in the 
analysis of the first survey. The gaps spoke to a significant semantic obstacle that formed the 
foundation of our second survey. Like the respondents, we, the survey creators, had not deeply 
considered the relationship and distinction between outreach and advocacy. This was problematic 
because of the specificity of the questions to advocacy and outreach activities in the initial 
survey. We found the interchange of these two terms throughout the initial survey, not only in the 
survey questions but also the survey responses, and felt it necessary to address the issue of 
definitions in the second survey. The second survey expressed a macro-level of concern about 
advocacy, asking broadly what advocacy is and what constitutes archival advocacy. This allowed 
us to reestablish the parameters of the study and its goals. 
Two surveys composed this first phase of the longitudinal Issues & Advocacy project 
because the initial survey shed light on issues that should have been explored at the start. 
Because these were issues that were (and are) significant to understanding the responses elicited 
in the initial survey, we decided to conduct a second survey that addressed these specific issues. 
This study was designed as a longitudinal project. We have conducted an initial review of 
the second survey and based upon our analysis of this survey, will construct a third iteration of 
the advocacy survey toward the end of the year. The third iteration will continue to sustain the 




expository mission of the Issues & Advocacy Roundtable by speaking to topics that affect the 
archival profession’s understanding of advocacy and issues of concern. 
 
SURVEY FINDINGS: SURVEY I 
The first iteration of the advocacy survey had sixty-five respondents. Our concluding 




The first and most critical question in the survey was question 1, which asked “How 
would you describe (advocacy’s) impact on your own work?” Twelve respondents made no 
response or responded with “minimal,” “limited,” and similar answers. One person simply said 
“significant.” The rest of the pool – 4/5 of the total – responded with extended answers, many of 
which defined advocacy using words like “critical,” “important,” “essential,” and “integral.” The 
results indicate that the majority of respondents are consciously engaged in recognizing advocacy 
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as an important and ongoing archival function. For example, one respondent defined advocacy as 
“part of what we do every day.” 
Advocacy-related actions cited by respondents included such disparate activities as: 
lobbying for increased funding; better provision of access; institutional promotion; and 
enhancing of awareness among users and other communities. We found that advocacy is defined 
in multiple ways by different respondents within the archival community – some define it 
broadly and others more specifically. Some respondents referenced activities that they undertake 
in the course of their daily or regular work (e.g., promoting the institution and its services, 
essentially outreach activities), whereas others referred instead to actions that occur outside that 
immediate domain (e.g., soliciting for resources). 
This broad understanding of advocacy may result in part due to the respondents not being 
asked in this first survey iteration to define advocacy or distinguish it from the concept of 
outreach. As a result, the two terms were often conflated or used interchangeably in many 
people’s answers. We therefore decided in the second survey to elicit respondents’ definitions of 
the two concepts in order to gauge the degree with which a difference exists and to get a better 
sense of where archivists are focusing their advocacy and outreach efforts. 
 
ADVOCACY RESOURCES 
We were interested in where archives reside in the advocacy universe, and were thus 
prompted to ask about advocacy-related resources archivists have or want at their disposal. To 
the question, “What are some advocacy tools that you would like to have at your disposal, as an 
individual and/or for one’s institution, but currently do not?,” 22 percent of the respondent pool 
did not respond, were unsure, or had no opinion. However, the majority offered up a number of 
interesting and varied suggestions about tools they thought would be effective in their work. 
These included tools, such as more promotional and/or display items; elevator talks and other 
ways of effectively explaining the importance of archives; talking points; increased web and/or 
social media presence; collaborative forums for discussion and information exchange; 
professional support networks; helpful texts and guidelines; successful case studies; and access to 
networking opportunities, among others. 
The sheer number of responses to this question suggest a continued professional 
engagement with the need for advocacy and a strong consciousness that effective advocacy 
requires a range of active tools. Particularly interesting is the number of responses concerning 
tools that depend on the activities of professional colleagues (e.g., case studies, success stories, 
mentors, and communication exchanges of one type or another). This indicates that one of the 
greatest weapons for encouraging effective advocacy efforts and programs is the collective 
experience of the archival community. If as a professional community we can foster a closer and 
more powerful spirit of collaboration and cooperation, such a spirit would be welcomed by many 
of us and might contribute to a more influential “advocacy atmosphere.” 




Eliciting similar sentiments was a follow-up question asking about the types of resources 
archivists would find most helpful. When we offered specific instances – an online advocacy 
resource hub, how-to guides, and other – 73 percent of respondents thought an online hub would 
be helpful and 72 percent agreed that how-to guides would also be useful.7 Seven respondents 
provided additional “other” suggestions, including “varied case studies,” “examples of 
advocacy,” “comparative facts on resources,” and “an organized support group.” These 
suggestions and the popularity of the offered choices reinforces our concurrence that archivists 
would benefit most from resources and opportunities that permit the sharing of information and 
professional experiences. Archivists clearly do not want to go at it alone with advocacy efforts if 
others are available to offer the fruits of their own experiences. 
We supplied a second supporting question asking respondents to name specific advocacy 
resources (e.g., books, websites, and articles) that they found helpful in their work. 
Unfortunately, 46 percent of the respondents gave no response or answered “none,” which, if an 
accurate reflection of the archival environment, is unfortunate and suggests a widespread gap of 
professional awareness or available advocacy-related information or both. However, 54 percent 
of the pool did have examples to supply, though the variety of examples was limited. Many 
respondents mentioned the 2011 SAA-published book Many Happy Returns: Advocacy and the 
Development of Archives, edited by Larry Hackman. A number of others cited the SAA website 
and listservs as useful resources. The popularity of these choices suggest that, although some 
other respondents mentioned other regional and local archival associations, at the present time 
SAA is a major source of professional counsel on advocacy and outreach. Based on this finding, 
we recommend that SAA work more collaboratively as an organization to provide an effective 
array of advocacy resources and to support advocacy as a key archival function. 
 
ADVOCACY EDUCATION 
One of the goals of the survey was to better understand the role of advocacy in archivists’ 
formal and continuing education. Are newly minted archivists leaving library and information 
school with any kind of formal or systemized understanding of the importance of archival 
advocacy? Are archivists receiving advocacy-related training in any capacity while employed? 
Of the 65 respondents, slightly over half said that their formal education included nothing related 
to advocacy while an additional eight gave responses expressing a poor level of engagement. 
Such answers included that advocacy was engaged with “a little,” “barely,” “in a limited way,” 
“sort of,” “no actual tools provided,” “outreach and advocacy was an optional class in my 
master’s program,” and one “don’t recall.” Forty-seven percent of those surveyed responded 
affirmatively to the question, but because they did not expand on their answers we have no 
accurate way of gauging how advocacy was presented in formal educational settings. The fact 
that the majority of respondents either received no formal advocacy training or advocacy 
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education of little substance suggests that there exists a continuing need for archival education 
programs to include advocacy and outreach as required (or at least strongly suggested) program 
components. If so many archivists agree – as responses to the first survey question seem to 
indicate – that advocacy is an important part of their job, then the profession would benefit 
coming into employing institutions with a solid educational foundation in the principles and 
practices of effective advocacy. 
The survey also asked whether respondents had taken part in any advocacy-related 
workshops or seminars. Again, a majority of 57 percent responded in the negative. The survey 
was not designed to determine whether lack of attendance reflected a corresponding lack of 
interest or one of opportunity, but given how many archivists agree that advocacy is important 
this finding suggests to us that there exists a need for more widely available advocacy-related 
workshops and seminars. 
A follow-up question asked whether respondents thought that opportunities for formal 
training in advocacy would be useful. Most respondents (87 percent) provided expanded answers 
that can be divided into three broad groups: 34 responded yes, 14 responded no, and nine 
responded as indifferent or maybe. The “yes” respondents, by and large, were convinced of the 
importance of advocacy in their work and thereby expressed a definite belief in the necessity for 
solid advocacy-related educational opportunities. As for the “no” respondents, no one denied that 
advocacy was unimportant, but several did think that advocacy was something that could not be 
easily taught in a formal setting but must be “learn[ed] on the job, not through book learning.” 
Another responded that “[advocacy] is a moving target in a changing world,” which together 
with some other “no” responses suggests that some archivists believe advocacy education might 
be better accomplished through opportunities that are less time-intensive than formal education 
would provide. These respondents cited formats like conference sessions, workshops, webinars, 
available case studies, and advocacy resource blogs as forums that would speak well to the 
evolving nature of advocacy and would provide more flexibility. 
These findings suggest that the most effective way to organize advocacy-related 
education programs for the archival community would be to provide a judicious mix of formal 
educational opportunities, whether provided in library schools or through classes offered by 
SAA, regional or local archival organizations, and shorter and/or more frequent events, such as 
webinars, forums, or resource blogs. 
 
ADVOCACY/DEVELOPMENT ON THE JOB 
Good advocacy, we think most would agree, is a key part of institutional development. 
Therefore, we asked questions designed to elicit a better understanding of how respondents see 


















A fairly large percentage of nearly 1/3 of respondents replied to this question in the 
negative. If we consider this survey sample as an accurate representation of the entire 
professional archival community, this unfortunate response suggests that close to 1/3 of 
archivists have no involvement in the ongoing development of their institution. This is a large 
number of professionals whose voices are going unheard or ignored, which means that an 
immense pool of opinion and experience is not being exploited by institutional administration for 
development purposes. 
On the more positive side, a plurality of respondents answered they are involved in such 
activities. Most of these responses involved funding in some way, whether it was grant writing, 
fundraising, or capital campaigns. Other responses given included assistance with strategic 
planning; donor relations; outreach to schools, community groups, and underserved 
communities; and active promotion within the parent institution. The variety of responses 
indicates that “development” is a large umbrella under which many activities and functions, 
including those traditionally considered part of advocacy, reside and in many cases archivists are 
recognized as useful institutional resources in some situations. We were also interested in 
learning about whether institutions are putting their money where their advocacy mouths are or 
should be. 
 
Does your institution dedicate specific funds or other resources towards advocating for 



























The numbers here are starkly clear. Well over half of respondents’ institutions do not 
specifically earmark money for advocacy-related activities. Twelve percent do not know whether 
or not this even happens at their institutions. If advocacy is to become an integral archival 
function, institutions will have to be willing to devote specific and continuing funds toward it. If 
archivists are obliged to conduct advocacy ad hoc or on a limited, sporadic basis, the programs 
they construct are destined to have the same sort of impact-limited, sporadic, and only 
intermittently effective. Archivists are increasingly obliged to carry out their duties (and have 
more duties assigned to them) with less available time and money. Are we not asking too much 
of them if we also require them to be active advocates for their institutions without providing 
them with appropriate levels of funding and institutional support? That question is not merely 
rhetorical; the answer will affect how well institutions will be able to advocate for their archival 
services and collections. Advocacy is one of those ongoing activities for which, as the cliché 
goes, one needs to spend money to make money. If institutions truly hope to attract new funding 
sources and new user communities, these numbers must change. 
 
Does your institution conduct official outreach activities, including exhibits, special 











These are positive numbers indeed, indicating that despite a major lack of specifically 
earmarked funds for advocacy, outreach activities continue. It must be noted that one respondent 
remarked, “we used to, but have not since [the] financial downturn began.” We were actually 
heartened to receive only one response in this vein, and are optimistic that the growth of outreach 
will continue, despite difficult financial circumstances. 
Following up this question, we asked respondents if in the course of their duties, they 
have ever held responsibility for outreach in their institutions. Eighty-five percent responded that 
they have had such responsibility. In fact, many respondents not only admitted to such 
responsibility, but also linked it with words and phrases of positivity, such as “incredibly 
valuable,” “among the most important things that I currently do,” and “any opportunity to make 
connections helpful in the long run.” These answers reinforced our earlier finding that archivists 











them in a number of different ways. For example, respondents provided instances of their 
outreach responsibilities that included providing help to researchers, exhibit building, working 
with school programs, using social media for promotion, and grant writing. 
We also asked whether archivists received assistance from their institutions in the design 
of promotional and outreach strategies. How much autonomy do archivists have in carrying the 
advocacy torch for their workplaces? Interestingly, only 1/4 of the respondent pool answered that 
they did receive such support, while nearly 1/3 (31%) responded in the negative and 43 percent 
replied with “don’t know” or “not applicable.” Many of the “yes” responses cited collaboration 
on events and programs across departments, which implies a recognition across the institution 
that outreach is an important function deserving of the time and energies of multiple offices. 
Some responses mentioned a similar type of collaboration between institutions. Unfortunately, 
the numbers indicate that a more typical state of affairs is to work alone on outreach activities, 
which fails to make use of other available institutional expertise and resources. We cannot say 
here whether this isolation is due to the parent institution neglecting the archives or the archives 
exercising a territorial mindset and trying to go it alone. Either way, this presents a situation that 
fails to maximize available institutional resources, and as a result can cause adverse effects to the 
archives’ outreach programs and strategies. 
 
Does your institution measure whether other advocacy strategies have been 











An overwhelming majority of respondents’ institutions fail to gather performance metrics 
about advocacy strategies. If the archival community hopes to create effective advocacy 
programs, it will require accurate and quantifiable conclusions about the effectiveness of their 
programs and strategies. Without appropriate metrics, we face the prospect of defunding. We 
cannot win the battle for funding solely with numbers and metrics, but must include different 
arguments that speak to value metrics. Earlier in the survey, respondents mentioned the potential 
usefulness of an online advocacy resource hub. A hub might be a suitable forum with which 
individuals and institutions could discuss the value of advocacy and outreach metrics, the results 
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We were also interested in how archivists and archival institutions are using social media 
as advocacy and outreach tools. How effective and widespread are social media in this regard? 
This question has special importance because of the increasing popularity of social media outlets, 
such as Facebook, Twitter, and other platforms. Are archivists making the best, or any, use of 
these tools for their advocacy and outreach efforts? 
 











As we suspected and hoped, the majority of respondents do use social media as tools for 
advocacy. Facebook and Twitter were almost universal among the respondents who answered 
yes. Most respondents also make use of blogs, and a few people also cited use of Instagram, 
Pinterest, and RSS feeds. The question merely asked whether institutions engage in social media 
and did not seek to gauge their effectiveness, so at this time we cannot say for certain how well 
these social media tools help with overall advocacy efforts. 
We followed up the above question by asking whether respondents personally engage in 
professional advocacy through the use of social media. A much smaller 48 percent of 
respondents answered in the affirmative here, with 28 percent reporting “no” and 23 percent 
responding with “don’t know” or no response. Positive respondents post about their collections, 
services, and relevant events on Facebook, tweet about events or issues of professional interest; 
and blog about their institutions and professional lives. We found it notable that whereas 69 
percent of institutions engage in social media, less than half of the respondent pool (48 percent) 
claims to personally use it for outreach and advocacy purposes. Does this drop signify 
unwillingness by some archivists to conflate their personal and professional lives? Or, rather, 
does it suggest that some archivists are satisfied with the range and subject matter of their 
institutional social media presence? 
 











The second iteration of the advocacy survey received 35 responses and used the same 
general participant pool as its predecessor. It was designed to gauge how archivists defined the 
concepts of advocacy and outreach. We were struck by how frequently (both in responses to the 
first survey, as well as in our own professional discourse) archivists tended to conflate the two 
terms. Although in a general sense it may not mean very much, it is quite clear from the 
responses to this second survey that for many archivists there is are practical and philosophical 
differences between the two concepts. 
This terminological distinction has real consequences for collection and institutional 
development. If archivists and other institutional stakeholders are able to make clear and practical 
distinctions between advocacy-directed outcomes and outreach-directed outcomes, they are 
thereby better positioned to both advocate for and direct subsequent funding towards the 
appropriate goals. They will be better able to create effective policies, programs, and other 
activities that will reach the proper target audiences. Finally, a clear understanding of a 
philosophical difference between advocacy and outreach allows the archivist to have a more 
























The survey’s key questions are questions one through four, in which respondents were 
asked to define advocacy and outreach and the difference between the two. Of the total 
respondents, six people (17 percent of the total) thought the differences were nonexistent or not 
significant. The vast majority of the respondent pool, however, recognizes true and often 
significant differences between the two concepts, and a few indicated one of the differences is 
that outreach is a component or subset of advocacy rather than a truly separate concept. For our 
purposes, we recognize this distinction as constituting a real difference, in the same way that an 
engine and a car are obviously not the same thing. The former may constitute a part of the latter, 
but its functions and operations still differ from those of its overall parent. 
Firm distinctions between advocacy and outreach clearly exist in the minds of archivists, 
based on the responses we received. In most cases, respondents look to advocacy as a more 
general concept, with outreach considered a more specific, targeted professional and institutional 
function. One respondent reversed the two – with outreach being general, advocacy being 
specific, but the respondent obviously shares the same idea that advocacy and outreach have real 
                                                 
8 In the description of respondents’ current employment, “other” responses given include public library, K-12 school, 
self-employed, private library, public library, cultural institution, consortium, archives, and student. There was one 
nonresponse. 




differences. Respondents provided answers that resulted in stark dichotomies between the two 
concepts, which are generally summarized below: 
 
Advocacy Outreach 
General context Institutional context 
Specific issue or need-based Ongoing situation-based 
Issue-based Knowledge-based 






There appears to be much more variation in perceptions as to what defines advocacy 
versus outreach. Every respondent gave an answer defining outreach in terms “awareness” or 
“education,” suggesting a common understanding that outreach has an educational function with 
education-based outcomes. According to the respondents, outreach looks to promote the use and 
understanding of the collections. Outreach programs and strategies are geared towards archival 
users and communities with an interest in an institution’s holdings. 
Definitions of advocacy varied a little more widely. Respondents tended to see advocacy 
as a function that is at once broad and more targeted than outreach. Advocacy is seen by many 
archivists as activities that are oriented towards encouraging active support of a particular issue 
that affects the institution (e.g., lobbying for increased staff or funding) or the profession as a 
whole (e.g., petitioning Congress for legislation that supports better defined copyright laws). The 
dichotomy is interesting. In a broader sense, advocacy is seen as something that tries to impact 
the whole of an institution or of the profession; on the other hand, advocacy, as one respondent 
put it, tries to “make a case for a need.” Respondents perceive an air of need- or issue-based 
specificity about advocacy and many think of it as a way of reaching a defined outcome through 
strategic action. 
A number of respondents referred to the nature of the audience involved as one of the key 
differences between advocacy and outreach. When respondents spoke about advocacy, many 
made reference to upper-level stakeholders and communities with funding or administrative 
authority. In an advocacy-directed situation, the archivist and the institution are placed in a 
position of dependence and of need. An archivist or archival institution advocates for something 
because they need something in order to carry out their functions. This can manifest as increased 
staff, more funding, influence with their governing body, greater professional respect and 
authority. In outreach-directed situations, the archivist and archival institution act to show how 
users and other communities need them, whether it is through educational programming or 




services. Based on the survey responses, we conclude that both advocacy and outreach operate 
along a continuum of need, though their true difference lies in the direction in which that need 
moves. 
Finally, we note that one respondent defined advocacy as “a conversation between the 
archives and administration.” Outreach, on the other hand, is seen more often in reference to the 
communities that the institutions serve through their collections and services. The above-
referenced respondent considered outreach as “a conversation between archives and potential 
patrons.” This is a simple, effective summary of the general tenor of archivists’ feelings about 
advocacy and outreach. We might build on it a bit and surmise that advocacy is a matter of 
talking upwards, while outreach is a matter of talking outwards. 
 











Interestingly, a plurality of respondents could not or would not answer this question, 
suggesting that although archivists themselves may have little trouble making a distinction 
between advocacy and outreach, their employing institutions may not find this an easy task or, at 
the very least, their employing institutions withhold this recognition from the respondents. Only a 
few respondents who answered either “yes” or “no” to the question expanded on their answer. 
Among those who answered “yes,” outreach was specifically mentioned as an activity engaged in 
by their institution. From this we may extrapolate that advocacy is not a high priority for higher 
administration in many archival institutions. 
 
Do you have internal (i.e. job/institution-related) priorities for advocacy? (For 
























The majority of respondents, as seen above, do have internal advocacy priorities and a 
wide variety thereof. Internal priorities respondents cited included ensuring that federal grant 
programs provide support for archival activities, raising awareness of the value and uses of 
archival records, increased funding for many different kinds of resources, more staff, better 
records management, planning events that increase institutional exposure, opportunities for 
professional development activities, opportunities to showcase collections and to speak to 
various communities, archival security, preservation awareness, establishing differences between 
archival reference and library reference, instituting an electronic records program, identifying and 
acquiring historically valuable records, and increasing records awareness among various 
institutional offices. 
The variety demonstrated in the responses suggests that archivists have a broad 
understanding of what constitute priority actions for internal advocacy-related outcomes. This 
seems to us to be a positive revelation, because such a broad consciousness creates a rich 
institutional atmosphere in which there exist different routes leading to success in archival 
advocacy. Archivists need not put all their advocacy eggs in one basket, but can pursue multiple, 
alternative paths towards improving the advocacy-related situation in their institutions. 
 
Do you have external (i.e. professional) priorities for advocacy? (For example, lobbying 
for more funding for NHPRC and clearly defined legislation for privacy and copyright that 










Again, the majority of respondents answered in the affirmative, providing a wide range of 
priorities to supplement their answer. In their answers, respondents included ensuring that federal 
grant programs such as NHPRC provide support for activities, changing HIPAA laws to more 
readily support access to records, raising awareness of the value of archival records, certification, 
increased support for the working conditions and salaries of interns and term archivists, 
copyright term reduction, clearer legislation for copyright and fair use, better definitions for 
privacy issues, research and development for e-records systems, creating more awareness, more 
opportunities for professional development, educational opportunities, an explicit advocacy 










American Historical Record Act, collaborative action by the archivists’ regional associations, 
more recognition for the value of archives, repeal of the Patriot Act, and better donor relations. 
As with the previous question, these answers suggest that archivists are interested in a 
number of different avenues for advocacy-related actions and that for them, the concept of 
“advocacy” is fluid and can encompass many different kinds of activities. On the other hand, 
these activities all tend to come under the general umbrella of upward-directed actions that seek 
to affect the behavior of influential, high-level stakeholders and resource managers. Again we see 




So, where do we go from here? How will the Issues & Advocacy Roundtable proceed, 
with these surveys now under its belt? We foresee and hope that these survey results will initiate 
a bold new future not only for the Issues & Advocacy Roundtable and its members, but for the 
archival profession and the study of advocacy as a whole. If as a profession we can finally reach 
a common understanding about what we really mean by advocacy and outreach, we can begin to 
cooperate on developing and planning advocacy-related initiatives that will strategically and 
effectively target advocacy needs across institutions. It is our hope that the studies that arise from 
the responses we have received will eventually result in a more unified understanding of 
advocacy and outreach, wherein these concepts are more widely accepted as core components of 
our work. 
The Roundtable will have to consider how the survey responses can support the work 
subsequently pursued: potential activities can include creating educational seminars on how to 
better advocate for one’s institution, developing a strategic plan for lobbying initiatives, and 
working with local, state and regional archival organizations to help design and hone effective 
advocacy efforts for their own important work. In the immediate future, we can say that the 
Roundtable will use these survey responses as the basis for increased discourse on the 
Roundtable’s microsite, at the Annual Meeting, and in other arenas. As we digest these findings 
and explore their implications, the Roundtable will seek to lead, but also look ultimately to the 
many committed, dedicated archivists who realize the crucial importance of advocacy and 
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ADVOCACY SURVEY I - SAA ISSUES & ADVOCACY ROUNDTABLE 
Introductory Questions 
 
1. Advocacy is an activity that touches many aspects of the archival 
profession. How would you describe its impact on your own work? 
 
2. What kinds of advocacy projects would you like to see the Issues & 
Advocacy Roundtable engage in over the next year? 
a. Workshops and/or webinars 
b. Blogging 
c. Advocacy-related white papers 
d. Other:   
 
Topic One: Advocacy Resources 
 
3. What are some advocacy tools that you would like to have at your disposal, as 
an individual and/or for one’s own institution, but currently do not? 
 
4. What kinds of resources do you think would be most helpful in advocating for 
your institution? 
a. An online advocacy resource hub 
b. How-to guides 
c. Other:   
 
5. What are advocacy resources (websites, articles, books, etc.) that you 
currently find helpful? 
Topic Two: Education 
 




c. Other:   
 








f. Other:   
 
8. Do you believe that formal educational opportunities on advocacy would be 
useful to you? Why or why not? 
Topic Three: Finances/Development 
 
9. Are you currently involved in any ongoing development activities at your 
institution? If yes, please describe below. 
 
10. At your workplace, are you or any of your archival colleagues represented in 
official development activities by your institution? If yes, please describe 
below. 
 
11. Does your institution dedicate specific funds or other resources towards 
advocating for its activities or collections? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Other:   
 
Topic Four: Social Media and Outreach 
 
12. Does your institution conduct official outreach activities, including 
exhibits, special events, and educational opportunities? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Other:   
 
13. Does your institution engage in social media as a means of advocacy for its 
institutional programs? If yes, please describe below. 
 
14. Have you, in the course of your duties, ever been responsible for outreach in 
your institution? If yes, did you find the experience valuable to you or your 
work? Please describe below. 
 
15. Do you personally engage in advocacy for the archives/information 
profession via social media? If yes, please describe below. 
Topic Five: Performance Metrics and Planning 
 
16. How does advocacy rank on your institution’s strategic plan? 
a. Scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being low and 5 being high 
 




17. Does your institution measure whether other advocacy strategies have been 
successfully implemented or achieved? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Other:   
 
18. Does your institution help in the development of advocacy and promotional 
strategies for the archives? If yes, please describe in which ways it helps (e.g. 
collaboration between departments, cross-over events, etc.). 
Demographic Questions 
 
19. Please describe your current employment: 
a. College/University 
b. Government 
c. Corporate Archives 
d. Records Management 
e. Teaching 
f. Not Employed 
g. Other 
 
20. How long have you been a member of the profession? 
a. 0 to 2 years 
b. 3 to 5 years 
c. 6 to 10 years 
d. 11 to 14 years 

























ADVOCACY SURVEY II - SAA ISSUES & ADVOCACY ROUNDTABLE 
 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey by the Issues & Advocacy Roundtable of 
SAA. Your feedback is important to us, and will help us to develop the goals and programming 
of the Roundtable. 
 
This survey should take 15 to 20 minutes of your time. Your answers will be completely 
anonymous. The survey results will be presented at the SAA/CoSA Annual Meeting in New 
Orleans this year. 
 
1. How would you define advocacy? 
 
2. How would you define outreach? 
 
3. In your mind, is there a significant difference between advocacy and 
outreach? 
 
4. How do you distinguish between advocacy and outreach? 
 
5. Does your employing institution recognize a difference between advocacy and 
outreach? 
 
6. Do you have internal (job/institution-related) priorities for advocacy? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. Other:   
 
7. If so, what are they? (For example, receiving a larger budget or more 
resources for your repository.) 
 
8. Do you have external (professional) priorities for advocacy? 
d. Yes 
e. No 
f. Other:   
 
9. If so, what are they? (For example, more funding for NHPRC, clearly 
defined legislation (e.g. for privacy and copyright) that reflect archival 
concerns, etc.) 








10. Please describe your current employment: 
h. College/University 
i. Government 
j. Corporate Archives 
k. Records Management 
l. Teaching 
m. Not Employed 
n. Other 
 
11. How long have you been a member of the profession? 
f. 0 to 2 years 
g. 3 to 5 years 
h. 6 to 10 years 
i. 11 to 14 years 




Thank you for your participation in this survey. 
 
If you have any questions or comments about the survey, please do not hesitate to contact Jeremy 









Information for Contributors 
 
David B. Gracy II Award 
A $200 prize is presented annually to the author of the best article in Provenance. Named for 
David B. Gracy II, founder and first editor of Georgia Archive, now Provenance, the award 
began in 1990 with volume VIII. It is judged by the Provenance Editorial Board. 
The 2011 award went to Gregory Schmidt and Michael Law for “Functional Analysis and the 
Reappraisal of Faculty Papers: A Practical Application.” For past winners visit: 
http://www.soga.org/publications/provenance/gracyaward. 
 
Editorial Policy  
Members of the Society of Georgia Archivists and others with professional interest in the aims of 
the society are invited to submit manuscripts for consideration to Provenance. Manuscripts and 
related correspondence should be addressed to Editor Cheryl Oestreicher 
(provenance@soga.org). Review materials and related correspondence should be sent to Reviews 
Editor Jennifer M. Welch (welchje@musc.edu). The Editorial Board appraises submitted 
manuscripts in terms of appropriateness, scholarly worth, and clarity of writing. Contributors 
should not submit manuscripts simultaneously for publication in any other journal. Only 
manuscripts that have not been previously published will be accepted, and authors must agree 
not to publish elsewhere, without explicit written permission, a paper submitted to and accepted 
by Provenance. Two complimentary copies of Provenance will be provided to all authors. For 
additional information visit: http://digitalcommons.kennesaw.edu/provenance/. 
 
Information for Contributors 
Letters to the editor that include pertinent and constructive comments or criticisms of articles or 
reviews recently published by Provenance are welcome. Ordinarily, such letters should not 
exceed 300 words. Manuscripts should be submitted as Word documents. Text, references, and 
endnotes should conform to copyright regulations and to accepted scholarly standards. 
Provenance uses The Chicago Manual of Style 16th edition as its style standard. Use of terms 
which have special meaning for archivists, manuscript curators, and records managers should 
conform to the definitions in Richard Pearce-Moses, ed., A Glossary for Archivists, Manuscript 
Curators, and Records Managers accessible at http://www.archivists.org/glossary/. For 
additional information visit: http://digitalcommons.kennesaw.edu/provenance/policies.html.  
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